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of : When President Kennedy launched his greatest display of “brinkmanship” diplomacy yet, putting the world on 
soviet F ' notice that the United States was not averse to a military conflagration in Laos, he took pains to present his policy not 
prior f gs an improvisation but rather as a considered inter-party course, charted even before he became President. He made 
ment. F clear that the threats he was uttering emerged from conversations he held before taking office with then President 
pt ‘Eisenhower and had the General issue a supporting statement. 

It is amazing that while American diplomacy was in the very process of displaying an aggressive consistency un- 
isit to | inhibited by the recent change of Administration in Washington, the apologists were hailing a quite illusory ‘reversal 
ze his | to restraint."" They have been pointing to 
minis: E the fact that Kennedy and Rusk, unlike 
sre q | Eisenhower and Herter, were willing to 
many, — settle for a neutralist regime in Laos, that 
r; the f& all that was needed to pacify that country 
rid is | was Soviet consent to leaving it out of cold 
Ysten, | war intrigues and alliances. Technically, 
vided | that presentation was correct: indeed, the IN THIS ISSUE: 
ik in | Government of Prince Souvanna Phouma 

was ousted in an American-inspired bid to 
ington align Laos with SEATO, an ambition for- About Throwing off Governments 
lation ‘saken, at least for the moment, by the age 
ate Kennedy Administration. The change, how- 
| with Sever, reflected Laotian developments in 
val ik | which the United States has lost the local . 
an initiative, and now American diplomacy, Why I Quit College 
ohiee- completely defeated in Laos itself, was —Page 4 
sone attempting to coerce the Soviet Union, at 
ly the fe the e of hae aa prs bras 
ment that could not be achieved by Ameri- ° 

a 2 ‘can influence alone. It was only a few Behind the Mask of Apathy 
ar 0® & months ago that the Soviet Union and the aan 5 
us the ° che or age 
+ thet Laotian Pathet Lao insisted upon a coalition 
; ais government and the country’s neutrality. : 

; At the time, we rejected these postulates Words of Life and Death 
ons O' | derived from the Geneva Convention, op- —Page 7 
titutes Be posed the re-activization of the Interna- 
ge tional Supervisory Commission, plotted : 
‘ “er against the neutralist Souvanna Phouma, Trial and 
aie and armed the insurgent General Phoumi : 
ile oe in an allout bid to tear the Error in 

eneva Convention into shreds and entrust oT pa 

°s, the B the country into the locally unpopular Assimilation 
sed to B hands of SEATO devotees. Once more —Page 8 
on WF Washington speculated that its aggression 
West B would encounter little opposition from a 
naver & Soviet Union eager to avoid international 
ments B tensions. It attempted to convert Soviet 
idized peace overtures into a classical instance 
° ant: & of appeasement on the part of the Soviets. 
tenet. B This policy, exercised against the advice 
turned of our Laos-experienced allies, France and 
ily re & Great Britain, has suffered unequivocal 
a 2 defeat on the Laotian battle fields. Our 
Je 


arms and Laotian hirelings proved incapa- 
ble of bringing about the outcome desired 
by the State Department. A chain of 
(Continued on Page 16) 
















Quadros, the next “Communist? 


Alianza Para Progreso 


If Brazil's new President Janio Quadros continues his 
self-assertive course, particularly in economic matters, he will 
most probably be next in line for denunciation by the State 
Department as a ‘Communist stooge a la Castro."’ Such 
measures as the purchase of oil from the Soviet Union and the 
controls over big business profiteering, combined with stem- 
ming the flow of capital from the country, are bound to an- 











tagonize string-pulling lobbies in Washington. 
President Kennedy's “Alliance for Progress’’ may soon 


be facing yet another test of sin- 
cerity: the way President Quad- 
ros's patriotic reforms will be 
received in Washington will indi- 
cate whether Mr. Kennedy had 
anything else in mind than the 
launching of a big but traditional 
propaganda hoax when he re- 
cently announced an_ alleged 
Latin American equivalent of the 
Marshall Plan. The first not-so-open 
responses of official American 
circles and the press to President 
Quadros hardly indicate a mood 
of understanding, cooperation and 
accommodation. They seem to re- 
inforce the discomfort one must 
have felt because of the ostention 
and sleek public relations that 
were manifest in Mr. Kennedy's 
announcement of a new “revolu- 
tionary”’ U. S$. approach to Latin 
America. In practical terms, this 
so far begot no more than a rep- 
etition of the Eisenhower Adminis- 
tration’s request for a meager few 
hundred million dollars from Con- 
gress. Neither President Ken- 
nedy’s verbal ‘‘revolutionism’’ nor 
the sprinkling of his March 13th 
address with Spanish phrases will 
suffice to lend substance to alianza 
para progreso. It would be a 
fatal mistake were the Adminis- 
tration’s assessment of the Latin 
American mind to presume on its 
gullibility. While President Ken- 
nedy's 10-year Latin aid program 
still awaits articulation, it will take 
more than economic aid programs 
to reverse the well earned sus- 
piciousness of the masses of Latin 
Americans towards Yankee mo- 
tives. While it remains to be seen 
whether President Kennedy was 
sincere in pledging that the United 
States “‘should help provide re- 
sources of a scope and magnitude 
sufficient to make this bold devel- 
opment program a success,” his 
attitude towards self-asserting 
Latin American leaders will be 
closely watched by their peoples. 
In this respect Mr. Kennedy must 
provide the necessary leadership 
in averting American hostility each 
time a Latin American nation re- 
sorts to self-defense against for- 
eign, and in particular American, 
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exploiters. Failing to do this, we 
would not make ourselves worthy 
of our neighbors’ confidence and 
we would not gain it, irrelevant of 
how flattering and ‘‘revolutionary” 
the verbiage of our diplomats 
was. 


Mr. Kennedy is faced with two 
immediate challenges: the attitude 
his Administration will establish to- 
wards Brazil's Quadros and the 
normalization of relations with 
Cuba. If he should prove to be 
chained to the prevailing legend 
that the Cuban Government is set 
on nothing but totally unjustified 
international mischief, he may suc- 
ceed in hurting Castro. In the long 
run, however, he will only widen 
the gap between this country and 
its neighbors. That gap would 
further estrange us not only from 
Cuba and Brazil but all the people 
of Latin America. 
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To Set The Record Straight 


By Ernest B. Zeisler 



























































Forti 
In the Journal of the American Medical Association fo — quote § 
March 11, 1961 (15:837, 1961), Dr. E. Russell Alexander, gf J to utte 
Atlanta, Georgia, says among other things: “Figure 1 Shows § they 
the annual poliomyelitis incidence rates for the period 1935. § The 
1960. After the peak period 1950-54, a downward trend began & ur co 
in 1955 and was continued through 1957, associated with in. 1 rosie 1 
creasing use of Salk vaccine.” penden 
This is untrue, and it is not easy to believe that it is not fF, questio 
deliberately intended to deceive the reader. According to Dr @ tivity 
Alexander’s own Figure 1, to which he refers, there was | the m 
1950-54 peak period; there was a 1952 peak. The downwani | Americ 
trend did not begin in 1955 but began in 1953, and the Figur § it by V 
itself shows that more than half the decrease from the peak § absten' 
took place before the Salk vaccine was used. / most | 
Dr. Alexander says further: “Through the week ending ¥ violent 
Nov. 19, 1960, 3,033 cases were reported to the National Office F the an 
of Vital Statistics, of which 2,089 were paralytic. From this ) trated 
we would estimate the total cases for 1960 to be about 3,600, — that = 
Although this would represent an even lower annual tot | fected 
than in 1957, a comparison of reported paralytic cases show, | Tuling 
them to be nearly equal in number.” ‘ican S 
In other words the very type of poliomyelitis, namely para. § 22° lol 
lytic, against which the Salk vaccine was claimed to be ef. j te m 
fective, is the very type which has not decreased. It is obvi. | “SUC 
ous, therefore, that the assurance that the Salk vaccine § *¥@X¢ 
was effective in preventing paralytic polio, but not non-pare. § !V¢ ™ 
lytic polio, was erroneous; but now the same “authorities” wh — lution- 
misled us before are issuing new assurances. ent di 
Dr. Leroy E. Burney, Surgeon-General, in an editorial in the _ 
same issue of JAMA (page 900/ says “Within the past 5 It c 
years, some 98 million persons have used the Salk vaccine, ani & there 
78 million of them are now fully immunized. This is a mony & 2 TeV 
mental achievement in preventive medicine. I know of no par. & there 
allel in medical history.” abstra 
Dr. Burney is begging the question when he says that 7% — " ™ 
million persons “are now fully immunized.” They have hai § *%4 ‘I 
the injections, yes, but I doubt whether they are immunized — “°°: 
partially or fully, against poliomyelitis in the sense that they § ‘'S 
are protected against contracting the disease. They may be p °° 
“serologically fully immunized,” if this means that they have p *Utel 
antibodies in their blood, and to the full extent to which Sak — “*? ‘ 
vaccine can raise them. If Dr. Burney means anything besides than ' 
this he is wrong; if he means only this, then his statement is | ‘"t t 
highly misleading, for the public is interested not in having § “?* ! 
antibodies but in being protected against poliomyelitis—Dr. § °'Y 
Burney must know this. But even if these 78 million persons § W 
were fully protected against poliomyelitis, Dr. Burney would § 5 | 
have to be more ignorant than is proper for a Surgeon-Gen- | the g 
eral to think that there is no parallel in medical history, for  S¢ i 
the vaccines against small-pox, diphtheria, and typhoid fever § "2 
are more effective than even the false claims of the promo —™ the 
ters of the Salk vaccine. Crow 
Dr. Burney says also: “The evidence presented in the pa Pe 
pers by Drs. Alexander, Murray and Langmuir in this issue of °° 
THE JOURNAL clearly indicates that, with improved methods public 
of potency, we have in the Salk vaccine a preventive for polio- mand 
myelitis with an established efficiency of between 90 and % BY 3 
per cent when the full course is administered.” ment. 
This is a falsehood, for the papers to which he refers indi- No 
cate nothing of the kind, clearly or unclearly. According to — of m 
Dr. Alexander’s paper there seems to have been no protection § fear 
whatever against paralytic poliomyelitis. As to non-paralytic — never 
poliomyelitis, the apparent decrease can be entirely accounted § the o 
for by a decrease in the frequency with which the diagnosis is J cious 
made in non-paralytic cases, for when there is no paralysis at § alway 
any time the diagnosis is much less likely to be made, especi- § griev 
ally in persons giving a history of having been given several § vocac 
doses of Salk vaccine. and 1 





Dr. Zeisler is clinical Associate Professor of Medicine at the Chicago 
Medical School. His article, ‘‘The Great Salk Vaccine Fiasco,”’ appeared 
in the June, 1960 issue of TMO. 
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Fortunately, the authors of the above 


‘quote are no longer with us. Were they 
to utter such seditiousness in our time, 
' they could be prosecuted as criminals. 


1935. 


The change in atmosphere reflected in 


' our conception of the seditiousness of a 
pasic precept of the Declaration of Inde- 
i pendence is not of direct importance. The 
| question is not whether revolutionary ac- 
‘tivity is still possible in America. Even 
‘the most extreme critics of the present 
' American scene do not propose to alter 
"it by violent revolutionary means. In that 
abstention they are not motivated, for the 
' most part, by pacifism or abhorrence of 
‘violent means. 
the anomalies of American life have pene- 
' trated so deeply into the layers of society 
‘that no fundamental change can be af- 
fected by a mere sudden change of the 
ruling stratum. The fallacies of the Amer- 
| ican System have been accompanied by an 
_ age long process of subtle indoctrination of 
‘the entire population; any radically refor- 
' mistic movement would first of all have to 
awaken the masses to the very reality they 
live in. That’s why the subject of yes-revo- 
| lution-no-revolution hardly applies to pres- 


Rather they realize that 


ent day America. Of necessity, any re- 
form is predestined to be evolutionary. 


It could, therefore, be argued that since 
there is no possibility or justification for 
a revolutionary act in the United States, 
there is no need to consider such a move 
abstractly. Nothing could be more wrong 


‘nor in greater discord with the philosophy 
-and spirit of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence. Into that historic document its au- 
» thors have incorporated the people’s right 
_ to throw off their government. They were 
acutely aware that the document they 
were adopting was intended to justify more 


than their own immediate act; they knew 
that they were setting a philosophical pre- 


‘cept for posterity. They distinctly wanted 


every American of future generations to 
know that under certain circumstances it 


'was his right, indeed duty, to throw off 
‘the government. This teaching does not 


lose its value in the absence of a revolu- 
tionary situation such as that described 
in the long list of grievances against the 
Crown, contained in the Declaration of In- 
dependence. Much rather it was intended 
to establisk beyond any doubt that all 
public officials are exercising a revocable 
mandate from the people and to prevent 


any and all phenomena of power entrench- 
ment, 


No government that is not “destructive” 
of men’s “unalienable Rights’ need ever 
fear revolutionary slogans. There has 
never been a political school that taught 
the overthrow of a government as a capri- 
cious act. A revolutionary advocacy is 
always accompanied by a long series of 
gstievances purporting to justify that ad- 
vocacy. If the grievances are unjustified 
and unfounded, there is no danger of suffi- 
cient popular backing to make the revolu- 
tion possible. If, therefore, a government 
8 confident that it is actually “deriving 





“ _.. it is their duty to throw off such Government .. . ” 


their just powers from the consent of the 
governed,’ the revolutionary teaching can 
hardly be intended against it. Only a gov- 
ernment that doubts whether it indeed 
serves the “unalienable Rights” of man and 
actually derives “their just powers from 
the consent of the governed,” senses the 
possible application of the fundamental 
revolutionary right against itself, and then 
attempts to talk its people out of their 
right to throw it off. 


This does not mean that all revolutions 
are justified and bring about desirable 
social changes, but what it does mean is 
that no serious revolutionary effort is pos- 
sible unless there is a great deal of so- 
cial wrong. 

The effect of a forever anti-revolution- 
ary theory is primarily psychological but 
can hardly be overestimated. A govern- 
ment that makes its people forget their 
right to overthrow it is attempting to 
entrench itself in a position of power as 
its fundamental right. The resulting iden- 
tification of government and country dis- 
torts opposition to the government as op- 
position to the country as a whole. The 
device is intended to preclude any radi- 
calism, revolutionary or evolutionary, vio- 
lent or peaceful. In effect, it creates a 
mood in which democracy stops function- 
ing even if there is no resort to coercive 
measures. Mere demands for radical 
changes, even if through peaceful and par- 
liamentary means, are looked upon with 
suspicion; the more justified the demands, 
the stronger the tendency of the power 
entrenched to identify them with sedition. 


The Smith Act is unconstitutional, in 
spite of the Supreme Court’s failure to 
declare it as such, because it denies the 
American people the right to throw off 
their government under any and all con- 
ditions. 

If indeed it is criminal, as the Smith 
Act says, to “teach the duty, necessity, 
desirability or propriety of overthrowing 
or destroying any government in _ the 
United States by force and violence,” then 
retroactively the most notorious offenders 
were Thomas Jefferson and all his co- 
signers of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, as well as Abraham Lincoln who 
during his first Inaugural Address had 
no qualms about acknowledging the peo- 
ple’s revolutionary right. “This country,” 
he said, “with its institutions, belongs to 
the people who inhabit it. Whenever they 
shall grow weary of the existing govern- 
ment, they can exercise their constitu- 
tional right to dismember or overthrow 
it.” Lincoln went so far as to believe a 
people’s revolution to be justified ipso 
facto. In 1848, he said in the House of 
Representatives: “Any people anywhere, 
being inclined and having the power, have 
the right to rise up and shake off the ex- 
isting government, and found a new one 
that suits them better.” 


Thomas Jefferson provided unequivocal 
proof that he intended the people’s right 
to revolution to be recalled not only in 





situations that actually justify revolution, 
but as a permanent modifier of the men- 
tality of those in public office. In his let- 
ter to W. S. Smith, of November 13, 1787, 
he wrote: “What country can preserve its 
liberties if their rulers are not warned 
from time to time that this people pre- 
serve the spirit of resistance? Let them 
take arms.” John Adams, who so often 
abused his own principles, also appreci- 
ated the psychological importance of keep- 
ing the revolutionary idea alive and, in 
1786, he wrote in his diary: “It is an ob- 
servation of one of the profundest in- 
quiries into human affairs that a revolu- 
tion of government is the strongest proof 
that can be given by a people of their 
virtue and good sense.” When C. Wright 
Mills records the absence of “public out- 
rage” in America, he is depicting a sit- 
uation John Adams warned us against. 


Neither Jefferson nor Adams said what 
they did in anticipation or accommodation 
of a revolutionary attempt against the 
Government of the Republic. Yet, they 
found it important to say it. They thor- 
oughly appreciated the importance of ad- 
vocating the right of revolution even at 
times when revolution was inapplicable. 
They ascribed importance to the mere 
advocacy and even believed it to be a 
condition for the preservation of liberty 
and democracy. It is ironic, therefore, 
that the Smith Act makes punishable not 
only resort to but advocacy of revolu- 
tion. 


It was not an oversight that legislation 
such as the Smith Act has not been passed 
by Congress for the first 164 years of this 
Republic. The underlying philosophy of its 
very coming into being had prevented 
the adoption of such measures. But things 
have been rapidly changing in America 
for the past few decades. The monolithic 
nature of our one party system, sub- 
branched into two party skeletons for 
the sake of appearance and subterfuge, is 
a function of oligarchal self-perpetuation. 
While Jeffersonian democracy denies to 
the government all sovereignty and the 
right of self-preservation, this seems no 
longer to be the philosophy of our re- 
cent Presidents and their apparatus. 
They insist on impressing their rights 
upon the people. To achieve this, they 
insist on the people’s timidity, on their 
losing what John Adams called “their 
virtue and good sense,” and demand they 
disclaim their sovereignty. The safety and 
perpetuation of the government take pre- 
cedence over the interests of the people 
as they themselves see them. 


Anyone who construes this presentation 
as an advocacy of a revolution against the 
American Government has obviously mis- 
understood its intention. But it does pur- 
port to be an advocacy of an advocacy. 
Construing it as seditious would be a 
logical effect of our recent philosophy of 
government, a philosophy that has turned 
the sovereign into a voluntary subject if 
not a slave. 
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THE BRIGHTER SIDE 


a) - = 


B FOR THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT 
—for opening a grand jury inves- 
figation into possible violations 
of Federal anti-trust laws in 
bidding on cement contracts in 
the District of Columbia; 

—for entering four Louisiana 
school desegregation cases; 
—for investigating price-fixing in 
meat, milk, drugs and other 

products. 


B® FOR THE STATE DEPARTMENT for 
setting up a New Nations Division in its 
Office of Protocol to meet the problems 
of discrimination against non-white dip- 
lomats in Washington. 


B FOR THE U. S. GOVERNMENT for 
voting in the United Nations Security 
Council in favor of a U.N. inquiry into 
racial clashes in Portugese Angola. 


B® FOR THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMIS- 
SION for issuing false-advertising claims 
against the producers of aspirin, Bufferin 
and Anacin. 


B® FOR FEDERAL DISTRICT JUDGE 
FRANK L. JOHNSON for ordering 
Macon County in Alabama to stop dis- 
criminating against potential voters be- 
cause they are Negroes. 






The Junior’s Minority* 





> FOR PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY 


B® FOR PROFESSOR LINUS PAULING, 
Nobel Prize winner and peace pro- 
moter, for sponsoring a world confer- 
ence in Oslo to discuss the means to 
stop the spread of nuclear weapons. 


B® FOR STEWART L. UDALL, Secretary 
of the Interior, for somewhat relaxing 
the curbs on residual oil imports and 
_ reversing the monopolistic privileges 
that were accorded in such imports to a 
few large oil companies. 
































—for acting with determination for 
racial job equality in federal 
agencies, Government contrac- 
tors and unions; 


—for ordering the Collector of 
Customs in New York and the 
New York City Postmaster to 
stop holding up delivery in this 
country of newspapers and mag- 
azines received from Communist 
countries. 


—for halting secret briefings by 
Administration officials to about 
175 heads of leading industrial, 
financial and retail firms, or- 
ganized as the Commerce De- 
partment’s advisory council. 


Why I Quit College 


By Tony Grieco 


We are all blind until we see 
That, in the human plan, 
Nothing is worth making 

If it does not make the man. 


When one withdraws from school, ev- 
erybody wants to know why. I did, and 
the reason is simply that I can no longer 
tolerate the study of engineeririg as pres- 
ently practiced. The four year taste I 
have so far had of this course impressed 
upon me how totally devoid it is of any 
spiritual and social content. 


I believe man’s material progress to be 





*This feature is reserved for contributions by 
high school and college students. Each contribu- 
tor is awarded a complimentary subscription to 
TMO either for himself or for the person or 
library of his choice. 


After four years of attending an engineering 
school, Tony Grieco decided to quit his college 
course. The reasons that motivated him are a 
reflection upon our educational system and as 
such of more than a personal interest. 
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Why build these cities glorious 
If a man unbuilded goes? 
In vain we build the world unless 
The builder also grows. 
—Edwin Markham 


highly important. Attractive new edifices, 
methods of travel, labor-saving devices are 
blessings provided by engineering. I can- 
not, however, resign myself to the prop- 
osition that nothing else counts in man’s 
life and that these achievements should be 
viewed as. the totality of man’s progress. 

The most important problems of man 
remain quite untouched by the mechan- 
ics of engineering and I cannot help doubt- 
ing the relevance of any study that does 
not take into account the predominant so- 
cial problems. The whole economic sys- 
tem of this country is a preposterous out- 
rage. The money of this nation is in the 
hands of a private concern, called the 


Federal Reserve System, which loan; 
money to the government charging , 
“healthy” rate of interest on it, paid for 
by the taxpayers. Yet, the future engi. 
neers of America are taught nothing that 
would make them alert to the problems 
arising from this situation. Rather they ar 
geared to fit right in with the System. Cop. 
tinued efforts to attain the ‘‘knowledge”’ a; 
offered are about as fruitful as efforts to 
swallow bale after bale of dry cotton. When 
a whole discipline of study is so divorceg 
from the predominant social problems 
there is little surprise that some of the 
dumbest men I have ever known were 
teachers. 

Our schools may well teach us what to 
do but they certainly do not teach ys 
how to live. It seems to me that ou 
curricula are catered strictly and pre 
cisely to the interests of those in power, 
while many who have fallen for this stu. 
por are its victims, yet defend it most de. 
voutly. 

One need only take as an example such 
a subject as nutrition. The processei 
foods that are so common in this country 
are for the most part so devoid of vita- 
mins, so adulterated and poisoned by pre. 
servatives and insect sprays, that most 
of them are unfit for human consumption. 
Yet, these are the foods used in our nv- 
trition courses, setting the standards of 
the science. 

War and peace is the paramount issue 
of our time. Yet, the future holder of an 
engineering diploma is not given the op- 
portunity to understand the decisive fac- 
tors in that issue. In this respect our cdl- 
leges are the mental extensions of military 
schools (all with phoney ideals) that pre 
pare everyone in the skilled art of k 
galized murder. Of course, private prac- 
titioners of the art, if caught, are sent to 
prison. With this paramount issue con- 
fronting us, one would expect our schools 
to promote communication among nations, 
communication that would allow both 
peoples involved in a polititcal controversy 
to discover that there is no basic differ- 
ence between them and that they can de- 





































velop strong bonds of affection for each § 


other. Yet, the future holder of an engi- 
neering diploma is not even taught a for- 
eign language. 

A student who seeks answers to these 
and many other equally important ques- 
tions is often silenced and considered im- 
pertinent. At best, he can interest himself 
in these problems through extra-curricular 
studies, and I consider it to be a chal- 
lenge to my intelligence and citizenship 
not to seek a diploma that does not alle- 
viate ignorance. 

Supposedly, I have the courage and the 
ability to study engineering to a finish. 
But I have reached the point of ultimate 
exhaustion. Nevertheless, the ordeal | 
have been through so far has had a soul 
cleansing effect on me, and this I ap 
preciate to the fullest extent. 

























Join THE FRIENDS OF THE 
MINORITY OF ONE and help 
sustain this forum. 
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Behind the Mask of Apathy 


By Robert Anton Wilson 








C. Wright Mills once described United States’ foreign policy (under Eisenhower) as 
' qa variety of “crackpot realism.” The phrase, it seems to me, might do well to describe 
) attitudes in the United States today, not just on international relations, but on almost 
' any subject under the sun. 


We are living in an age of conformity, as a hundred or more social critics have 


remarked; but the roots and origins of this conformity are rarely discussed. Man is 
+ not naturally a conformist: by biological endowment, he is the opposite, a born rebel. 


Phychiatrist Robert Lindner was so impressed with the tenacious inner creativity and 


' inner powers of innovation shown by all 


mankind, even by the most miserably 


' frightened neurotics, that he posited an 
| “instinct toward rebellion” as an inborn 
- human trait, as strong as the food or sex- 
' instincts. A biochemist I happen to know 
| says, even more stringently, that every 
' child is born a deviate: in his germ plasm 
‘ he is unlike any other child ever born. 
' (This can be rigorously proven by direct 
' application of the Second Law of Thermo- 
' dynamics to genetics: each meeting of 
' genes produces a Gestalt that has never 


been before.) Man does not need to be bril- 
liant or brave to be a non-conformist: he 
only has to be himself. If we are living in 
an age of conformity, we can be sure that 
we are also living in an age of enormous 
cowardice. 

I will come on so strong as to say that 
both “conformity” and ‘‘crackpot realism” 
are misleading phrases in a way, and that 
Norman Mailer came closer to the bone 
when he said that American life today ‘‘ex- 
hudes a stench of fear from every pore.” 
The sleepwalking apathy of our society is 
probably a gigantic organized mask, like 
the mask of apathy worn by certain psy- 
chotics who are about to errupt into vio- 
lence on the next tick of the pulse. Profes- 
sional psychiatrists and psychologists read 
the letters sent to Governor Brown of Cali- 
fornia last year urging Caryl Chessman’s 
execution; and I have heard that these 
hardened experts on pathology were 
shocked by the extent and explicitness of 
the emotional sicknes revealed in these 
letters. Certainly, I have been increasingly 
conscious, during the last decade, that the 
sensibility of this nation has shifted pro- 
foundly and in an unhealthy way. 

It was after coming to this country that 
Wilhelm Reich felt the need to posit a 
new psychological type, not neurotic 
merely and not yet psychotic, the “emo- 
tional plague” type. If as recently as the 
'30s this country seemed partially neurotic 
and partially healthy, now it seems more 
neurotic, less healthy and with a large and 
growing incidence of emotional plague. 

Here are some of Reich’s criteria of 
emotional plague: unlike the neurotic char- 
acter, who is passive and suffering, the 
emotional plague character is active and 
causes suffering; he is intolerant in the 
strictest sense of that word; he cannot 
bear to see anybody acting freely or spon- 
taneously, because he wants all the world 
to be under the same rigid compulsions as 
himself; his racial prejudices are violent 
and malignant (unlike the “gentleman’s 
anti-Semitism,” for instance, of most neu- 
Totics); he believes in force, in violence, in 








warfare, as means of settling disputes, and 
is compulsively afraid of anything that 
can be called “tenderness” or “gentle- 
ness” (he would call it “cowardly” or 
“soft”); he is compulsively busy regulating, 
or trying to regulate, the sexual-love lives 
of others; etc. That this nation is the 
only one in the 20th century to put a 
man to death for a sex offense (which 
every psychiatrist knows could only be 
committed by a sick individual), and that 
the people hysterically supported this exe- 
cution by an overwhelming majority, are 
two indications of the prevelance of emo- 
tional plague. 

What most of us mean when we com- 
plain about the “conformity” in this so- 
ciety today is that we have become con- 
scious of some of the aspects of emotional 
plague around us and do not recognize it 
for what it is. Man is not a conformist by 
birth and can never really become one, no 
matter how hard he tries. What passes 
for comformity is an attitude, or a seman- 
tic conditioned reflex, of “Ah, what-the- 
hell, why should I stick my neck out?” 
Such semantic reflexes, or thought-stop- 
pers (more properly, we should call them 
life-stoppers, since they block cff percep- 
tion and feeling as well as thought) are 
part of an enormous desensitization, a con- 
traction of the life-energies. 

This is not an other-directed society; it 
is an un-directed society. It’s not directed 
because it’s not going anywhere. To say 
that the bland, apathetic faces of most 
Americans look like those of battle-fatigue 
cases is not to stretch a point at all: grow- 
ing up in such a society is growing up 
absurd, as Paul Goodman wrote, and each 
of us has fought a battle to keep some of 
our biochemical individuality, and most of 
us have been severly scarred in the skir- 
mishes. 


The reason that the American public 
reacts indifferently or doesn’t react at all 
to the folly, dishonesty and sometimes 
mania of the A.E.C., for instance, is that 
the American public cannot begin to 
imagine that there is an alternative to 
such organized idiocies. The mind and the 
perceptions are dead, or dying; any event 
is forgotten and banished from memory 
and evaluation with another great seman- 
tic conditioned reflex: “It’s a tough world.” 
With those magic words Joe American ab- 
dicates his humanity and becomes a mole- 
cule acted upon by blind, impersonal forces. 
He likes being such a molecule, really: he 
wants to feel helpless and “carried along” 
by something mysterious, blank and im- 
personal. There are very definite and de- 
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liberate reasons for the popularity of the 
myth that “we’re all caught in this trap 
together, nobody can do anything about 
it,” etc. Emile Zola, one man alone with 
no allies but his own intellect and anger, 
overturned a French government and got 
Dreyfus off Devil’s Island after seven 
years; but the myth of impotence beloved 
by American society today has nothing to 
do with that fact or the hundreds like it 
recorded in history. Americans believe 
in the impotence of intellect today because 
they have been trained not to use the 
intellect; they believe in the folly of ideal- 
ism because they have been trained not 
to be idealists. And there are very simple 
reasons for all this, reasons so simple 
that nobody dares to mention them in the 
public prints. The reason above all other 
reasons is that we have lost the tradi- 
tion of what this nation was founded for, 
we are afloat without a rudder. This na- 
tion was founded by secular humanists 
on rational, humanistic values, and one 
force and one only has acted, since the be- 
ginning, to obliterate this knowledge. That 
force, quite simply, is organized Religion. 

Americans today have no sense of values 
and little hope for survival: they confront 
the gigantic, psychopathic tyranny of neo- 
Stalinism and don’t know how to answer 
it. The only answers they have ever been 
taught are the medieval, superstitious 
myths of the organized churches. It is 
pathetic, and ridiculous; it is like sending 
out children who have been taught only 
Mother Goose and fairy tales to argue 
physics with Einstein. We had a great hu- 
manistic and scientific tradition in Jeffer- 
son, Franklin, Adams, Madison, Monroe, 
Quincy Adams, etc., but no detail of this 
tradition can be taught in our schools. A 
teacher who mentions that these men were 
all freethinkers will be looking for another 
job in a week. 

Hence, Americans have no ideals to set 
against Soviet ideals, no values to set 
above Soviet values, no motive to set 
against Soviet determination to impose 
its motivations. Not being aware of the 
terms of 20th Century conflict, our citi- 
zens and our statesmen are baffled and 
beaten before they enter the arena of de- 
bate. 


What is plagueing American society, 
principally, is anxiety: that deadening of 
the life-energies that comes from trau- 
matic fear. To paraphrase Houseman, we 
are afraid in a world that science has 
made. Being raised on anti-scientific 
myths we don’t know how to adjust 
to the 20th Century. Paradoxically, as 
the anxiety of our system grows, we 
grab more firmly to the only comfort we 
know—religious myth—and thus make our- 
selves further incapable of reacting ration- 
ally to the challenges of our time. But this 
leads to greater follies and blunders, thus 
increasing our continuous defeats in the 
ideological war and adding new reverbera- 
tions of anxiety to our national psyche. 
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Don’t Prescribe, but Take the Medicine 





To Abolish, What? 


The passion with which the liberal ele- 
ments in America have been opposing the 
House Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties is growing into a deceptive obsession. 
Many people seem to think that all that is 
needed to restore a true spirit of freedom 
in America is the abolition of that commii- 
tee and a few similarly repugnant vigilante 
groups. These feelings as yet fali short of 
the single-minded hostility of the small but 
determined and articulate groups that op- 
posed the late Senator McCarthy, but they 
are quite similar in their self-deception. 
McCarthy’s opponents also believed that 
stopping his personal crusade would restore 
the democratic climate and procedure to 
the country. Yet, McCarthy succumbed po- 
litically even before he succumbed physi- 
cally, and ever since there has been no 
scarcity of successors; Congressman Fran- 
cis E. Walter has grown in stature and 
ambitiousness, and so has the Senate In- 
ternal Security Subcommittee, while the 
politization of the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigations has made enormous strides. In- 
deed, the F.B.I., in addition to serving as a 
police agency, is also becoming an overall 
political and educational watch dog of the 
nation. This deterioration of democracy 
has proceeded so boldly that the practice of 
endorsing legislative candidates by the chief 


of the F.B.I. has been established, while 


educationally the F.B.I. is disseminating 
narrowly defined standards of philosophical 
thought qualifying as ‘‘American.”’ 

At the risk of being misunderstood or 
quoted out of context, I wish to state that I 
am not at all certain that I would want to 
abolish the House Un-American Activities 
Committee, even with the power to do so. 
When a man is afflicted by a serious illness, 
the appearance of its symptoms is not in 
itself destructive; in fact, it may offer the 
only warning of danger. 

I view such institutions as the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities pri- 
marily not as curtailing genuine democracy 
in America but as symptomatic of such 
curtailment even at the root level. I am 
not convinced that Walter’s or even Mc- 
Carthy’s committee inflicted serious injuries 
upon individuals who without them would 
have escaped injury. However long may 
be the list of political victims of our con- 
gressional vigilante committees, it is 
merely a fraction of the masses of people 
who have either lost their jobs, been other- 
wise ostracized or live in a mental under- 
ground of timidity for exercising an inde- 
pendent mind. There is no difference be- 
tween a man stigmatized and victimized 
by a congressional committee and a man 
similarly victimized by the American Le- 
gion. In both cases, the men lost their 
livelihood or community standing because 
they dared to think for themselves; their 
democratic exercise was not tolerated. The 
only difference may well be that the first 
case gained wide publicity, while the latter 
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did not. While such publicity was doubtless 
approvingly received by the majority, at 
least a minority became apprehensive and 
appreciated the challenge to freedom. They 
became aware that something was wrong 
and needed counter-doing. 

One can speculate that most of those who 
were victimized by the vigilante commit- 
tees would have been victimized anyway 
even if the committees did not exist. Their 
persecution if not their persecutors would 
be just the same. 

The controversial publicity the vigilante 
committees are receiving is in obvious con- 
trast to the silence that surrounds other, 
more common and popular inquisitorial 
activities. A congressional committee tres- 
passing the letter or the spirit of the Bill 
of Rights receives much attention, but who 
makes known the fact that newspaper and 
magazine distributors do not dare to place 
a controversial publication on the news- 
stands without an advance okay from the 
F.B.I.? Or, how does one raise a national 
issue when the vast majority of printers in 
this country act as political censors, refus- 
ing to print whatever they conjecture to be 
highly objectionable to the powers that be? 
To quote one of them: ‘Personally, I am 
in deep sympathy with your publication, 
and of course, we do have freedom of the 
press, but, you know, freedom is not ex- 
actly freedom, and we better not get in- 
volved in printing such a magazine.” 
Wouldn’t it be preferable that such words 
be uttéred by a Francis E. Walter rather 
than by a few thousand obscure printers 
who will never be quoted in the press nor 
sued in courts? 

Even the preventive, intimidating signifi- 
cance of our national inquisitors is not as 
great as both their supporters and their 
opponents believe it to be. A test of this 
may well be provided on those occasions 
when you utter certain unconventional 
opinions in the presence of the most bitter 
foes of a Walter or a McCarthy. There he 
stands, Mr. Liberalism himself, thunder- 
ing away against those who infringe our 
civil liberties, but the minute you refer 
to a Dr. Castro, not in the usual dema- 
gogic and hostile cliches, he turns all his 
wrath against you. He too does not debate 
you but immediately questions your motives 
and loyalty, and suddenly Mr, Liberalism 
is the Great Inquisitor reincarnated. Evi- 
dently, the substitution of threat, pressure 
and innuendo for meritorious discussion is 
not a McCarthy-Walter patent, and Sena- 
tors and Congressmen are not the only 
intimidators and coercers in this country. 
All such pressures come from the very 
roots, from a population that has been 
brainwashed for decades, and in which even 
slogans of fidelity to civil rights are in- 
tended for fragmentary application only. 

The Congress of the United States is the 
last place in which to expect original think- 
ing. In the fabric of American electioneer- 





ing the legislator is a perpetual seeker g¢ 
favor with the masses. He does not at. 
tempt to invent or to educate. On the cop. 
trary, whatever his personal convictions 
averting ‘‘political suicide’ takes preced. 
ence. Against this background, it would be 
unrealistic to accuse Congress of being the 
birthplace of McCarthyism, Walterism or 
whatever we call that persistent inquisj. 
torial-coercive trend in the American gp. 
ciety. If the inquisition is carried into the 
congressional halls and hearing rooms, re. 
flected in the federal budget and the laws of 
the land, it happens in the very same proc. 
ess of giving in to irresistible pressure that 
characterizes the totality of our national 
legislation. McCarthy did not invent Mc. 
Carthyism, nor did McCarthyism die with 
McCarthy. He jumped on a full grow 
horse and rode it to the delight of the 
encouraging onlookers who have bred that 
horse ever since and forever more. And he 
performed the acrobatics not because he 
was an acrobat but to please the acrobatic 
fans. So did Walter. So did Dodd. 


The phenomenon of coercive congres- 
sional inquisitions is highly repugnant to the 
liberal and he opposes it violently. In ac. 
tuality, however, it is preferable that social 
anomalies be easily identifiable. Palatable. 
ness is not a virtue in itself. Only when it 
serves as the veneer of the worthwhile does 
it constitute a faithful manifestation. When 
it covers up something that in itself is un- 
acceptable, it is fraudulent and deceptive. 
Poison does not stop being poison when 
coated with chocolate. 


In a sense, therefore, the more abusive, 
anti-democratic and injurious a Walter and 
that ilk become, the more they are helping 
to identify the underlying negative qualities 
of American political life. That’s why Mc- 
Carthy was preferable to Walter, J. Edgar 
Hoover to Robert Kennedy and Eisenhower 
to John F. Kennedy. Vulgar abuse is pre- 
ferable to good mannered abuse. Both Mc- 
Carthy and Walter were after the samé 
reprehensible ends; the superior vulgarity 
of the former offered itself for less camou- 
flage. In a way Robert Kennedy is a stu- 
dent of J. Edgar Hoover. The master’s 
superior arrogance, tough-guy-talk and 
bully manner are immensely more authen- 
ticating than the boyish looks and soft 
voice of his disciple. Both Eisenhower and 
Kennedy have been pursuing the perpetua- 
tion of the world turmoil through arma- 
ments and “brinkmanship’; but the un 
couth, tough, directly threatening sergeant 
talk of Eisenhower misled fewer people 
than the charming style of the incumbent 
President. 

Walter will not endure forever. Before 
long, his political career will be buried in 
the obscurity of the past. Will there be 
reason for jubilation by the liberals and 
defenders of civil rights? Unfortunately, a 
successor will appear as quickly as another 
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A childish ditty says, “Sticks and stones 
may break my bones but words can never 


' hurt me.” But it is not true because words 


kill you. Let us explore a phase of mind 
conditioning to discover how, indeed, words 


| might kill us all. 


We know that environmental factors 


' are very important in influencing our at- 


titudes. Attitudes influence behavior. And 
pehavior can affect our destiny for better 


or worse, not only because it is good or 


pad from our point of view, but also on 


' the basis of the reactions of others to it 


from what may be a different point of 
view. 

Man has quite properly been called a 
herd animal because he has a strong 
urge to belong—to conform with the 


fairly rigid dictates of his particular cul- 


tural environment. Independent or cre- 


' ative thinking is therefore at once diffi- 
‘cult and unusual, for who wants to be 


considered queer, bad or unpatriotic? 

This situation is made to order for those 
disposed to inhibit change even though, 
fairly presented, an idea might be widely 
supported as constructive to the social 
body. All opponents need do is arouse 
emotions which preclude sober, rational 
consideration of the facts. Fear and 
hatred are the villains able to do the job 
and they are fairly easily aroused. 

The method utilizes the fact that our 
conditioning from infancy tends to make 
us suspicious of things new, strange or 
unknown. Hence if a proposal, idea or 
criticism is linked with something pre- 
viously accepted as evil, fear and hatred 
will see to it that the one is rejected with 


Dr. Burlingame is an active member of the 
Fellowship of Reconciliation. 


Words of Life and Death 


By R. F. Burlingame 


the other and little if any thinking will 
have been done in the process. 

Many good examples could be cited to 
show how this process works, beginning 
way back with the accusation of blas- 
phemy against Jesus Christ, or even be- 
fore that. But let us consider only two 
applications of the technique in our cur- 
rent affairs which should suffice to illus- 
trate the maneuver quite clearly. 

The National Association For The Ad- 
vancement Of Colored People is an organi- 
zation dedicated to the high purpose in- 
dicated by its name. But its activities 
are objectionable in some areas to people 
whose personal interests demand perpetu- 
ation of a subservient position for the 
Negro or other racial minority. So these 
tradition loving folks petition the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities to 
investigate the NAACP for evidence of 
communist influence. 

The foregoing was an obvious attempt 
to insure unity in support of injustice. 
But the same approach can be used to cul- 
tivate apathy through confusion. The in- 
centive? Some people have no less a 
stake in organized chaos than others have 
in legalized injustice. : 

Senator Stephen M. Young of Ohio re- 
cently made a challenging, fact-packed 
speech entitled, “Civil Defense: Billion 
Dollar Boondoggle.’’ Among other things, 
he said: “What is the basis of civil defense 
planning? The blunt answer is that there 
is none. Unbelievable as it may sound, 
at one and the same time CDM advocates 
both evacuation and shelter programs .. . 
Civil defense is a myth ... We ought to 
be talking about building homes for our 
people rather than hoodwinking them with 





head on the hydra. But even if the suc- 
cession of personalities should be stopped, 
and such committees as Walter’s abolished, 
would intolerance at the root level disap- 
pear with it? I doubt it, especially when I 
study American history from John Adams 
all the way through World War I to the 
more recent era of McCarthyism with or 
without McCarthy. I doubt it, when I read 
de Tocqueville’s description of America as 
it was over three quarters of a century be- 
fore the Great Demagogue of Wisconsin 
was born, 

Iam afraid that some of the abolitionists 
are turning this or that committee into a 
scapegoat. Often they do it in total un- 
awareness of their own anti-democratic 
vigilantism. The true challenge is not how 
to do away with certain notorious expres- 
sions of intolerance in America but how to 
do away with intolerance itself. Some of 
those who demonstrate against the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities could 
serve their principles more directly by 


combating their own intolerance; more 
tolerant than Congressman Walter they may 
be, but that does not necessarily amount to 
much. 

I propose to silence nobody, not even 
Lincoln Rockwell. But I strongly suspect 
that even the American Civil Liberties 
Union seized upon his case with so much 
zeal as a long awaited opportunity to vindi- 
cate itself from the suspicion of left wing 
favoritism. When even organizations like 
the ACLU entertain political apologia, we 
had better awaken to the reality that in- 
tolerance in America is not limited to a 
few congressional committees. 

As long as intolerance exists at the root 
level of the population, bred and nourished 
there as an essential if unadmitted part of 
the system, it would be quite futile to abol- 
ish just the more notorious and publicized 
expressions of it. In a way they provide a 
mixed blessing in that they bring into focus 
social abuses that otherwise would not be 
appreciated. 
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foolish prattle about underground shelters. 
We should be considering ways to feed 
the two-thirds of humanity who go to bed 
hungry every night rather than telling 
Americans to store away a two-weeks sup- 
ply of food in useless holes in the ground.” 
Now consider common reactions to legi- 
timate criticism of this nature. A recent 
news release was headed, “Communist 
Balk CD Here.” Once again the same 
weary, dreary refrain invariably used by 
people unwilling, incapable or afraid to 
answer logic with logic. Discredit the 
adversary! Smear through fear! 

This news release did not mention Sen- 
ator Young’s speech. But though it did 
refer to a leaflet called “The Farce of 
Fallout Shelters” there was no attempt 
to answer its arguments. It merely 
pointed out that it was distributed by the 
Socialist Labor Party! This emphasizes 
the reliance commonly and all too suc- 
cessfully placed upon the behavior pat- 
tern which is the point of this article: 
we are prone to accept or reject ideas on 
the basis of association and the emotional 
reaction aroused by previous conditioning 
rather than upon whether the idea does 
not appeal to reason. 

If we are to be more than robots re- 
sponding to conditioned reflexes in a 
manner that could easily lead to race sui- 
cide, we had better learn to recognize and 
resist at home that sort of mass hypnotic 
manipulation which in other areas of the 
world we call brainwashing. We simply 
must learn to recognize and either edu- 
cate or discount every demagogue who 
raises his voice if we are to preserve the 
idea of government by law rather than 
by the edict of a mere handful of mortals 
like ourselves. Despite the propaganda 
values of cherished illusions to the con- 
trary, no man or group of men holds a 
monopoly upon either good or evil. And 
this may be the predominant fact we 
must learn to live with if we care to go 
on living. 





Hades and Olympus 
Humility ... 


As a human I am much too humble to 
worship other human beings, or to ascribe 
to them anything basically superior to what 
I am and possess. To be awe stricken by 
another person, I would have to accept 
presumptuousness as justified in the human 
species. But when I respect another person 
for his achievement, this very respect pre- 
vents me from idolizing him; if he has 
within him what invokes my respect, I too 
can have it. I can therefore make my- 
self as respectable as I believe him to be. 
By using those potentialities that he helped 
me to discover within man and myself, I 
can make myself as worthy as he is and 
I am no longer overwhelmed by his author- 
ity. I have no time to worship him, be- 
cause I am too busy emulating whatever in 
him fascinates me. 
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It's Not Rock ‘n’ Roll but—Mahyufes 


TRIAL 


Mahyufes is a unique dance that is bound to interest psy- 
chologists and sociologists more than choreographers. It is a dance 
for which you need anything but grace; in fact, you cannot dance 
it with grace. Mahyufes is an easy dance—you don't even need 
a pair of legs; crawling will do as well. You can do it physically 
as well as mentally, which gives you the advantage of not having 
to go to a dance hall. Some of the best mahyufes dancers are 
totally unaware of their mastery or that they are dancing at all. 
Many of its virtuosos have never even heard the word mahyufes 2 
Yet they were dancing it with unsurpassable skill; with every fiber 
in their minds and hearts they were crawling the mahyufes. 

In feudal days bearded ghetto Jews danced the mahyufes be- 
fore the Polish nobility to entertain them by physical self-humilia- 
tion. Like the living masks in Victor Hugo's The Ugly Face the 
Jews were brought before the drunken Polish noblemen to per- 
form a desperate spectacle of leg and arm motions, chanting songs 
that exposed Jewish folklore to ridicule. 

But I have seen mahyufes danced in all kinds of ways and 
styles, in different countries, before varied audiences, by varied 
performers. The more hidden and stylish the mahyufes, the uglier 
it looked. The only three things all mahyufes have in common 
are: the audience is always gentile, the performers are always 
Jewish and it always consists of self-humiliation, even if well 
camouflaged. In a word, mahyufes is Jewish Uncle-Tomism. 

The most revolutionary adaptation of mahyufes came when its 
psychological choreographers converted it from self-exposition that 
ridiculed Jewishness to a demonstration of how egregious a goy 
a Jew can be. Its most accomplished achievement has been to 
purchase contemptuous tolerance with self-respect. 


THE IMMIGRANT EXPERIENCE 

America provided the Jew with an opportunity to free himself 
from his hopelessly stigmatized relations with the European gentile 
society. Here he thought it would be possible to start with a new, 
clean slate. He boarded the ship in the hope that he would suc- 
ceed in establishing an unprejudiced relationship with the new 
society. The Jew on Ellis Island was quite a different Jew from the 
one who boarded a ship only some days earlier at a West Eu- 
ropean port. He had cut himself off from the surroundings in which 
he grew up, no longer having to live up to its expectations. From 
now on whatever he did, however he lived, thought and acted, he 
no longer needed to be embarrassed before his parents, relatives 
and the rest of the Jewish community. No longer would he have 
to live up to their standards of Jewish living. Now his primary 
concern was the relations he would establish with the new society 
he was going to become a part of. He knew little of that society; 
it was an unknown factor which he naturally feared. Only one 
resolution was growing in his heart: to do anything and every- 
thing that would make him acceptable. In his home town the 
thought of eating pork, for instance, was totally intolerable to him. 
How could he do something like that? How would he be thought 
of by all who counted in his life? But now things were going to 
be different. Now, he no longer needed to consider the traditional 
standards expected of him. 

The Jewish immigrant came down the ship with basically 
changed loyalties. If making himself acceptable required a refuta- 
tion of Judaism, there would be no one around to embarrass him 
for doing so. This held true as far as his resolution was concerned. 
But in fact, he was not capable of enforcing that resolution: he 
simply did not possess the tools of assimilation; he did not know 
how to submerge in the general society even if that was his de- 
sire. He did not know the language of the new country and was 
never going to acquire a faultless knowledge of it. He was bound 
by traditional modes of living in such an elementary way, that 
despite his willingness he did not know how to live differently. He 
carried his Jewishness with him wherever he went and there was 
no escape. He would have loved to dissociate himself from the 
Jewish community, from ghetto life, but inadvertently he found him- 
self among others like him. They were the only ones in the new 
land he could communicate with, the only ones who shared his 
problems, the only ones with whom he could share some community 
life and assimilationist concern. In spite of his resolution he found 
himself once more in the Jewish ghetto. 


THE TRANSMUTATION " 
I have watched something of this torment—though not of re- 
ligious nature—in a fellow passenger on the ship that brought me 


ae American Jew pub. by the Theodor Herzl Foundation, 1956, p. 29 


*Re-quoted from The Ghetto by Louis Wirth, The University of Chicago Press, 
Sheeeciomn as a Civilization by Max Lerner, Simon and Shuster, 107 §10-511 
eam in Freedom by Oscar Handlin, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1954, pp. 162- 


*Protestant—Catholic—Jew by Will Retberg, Doubleday & Co., 1956, p. 200 
HS a Third Generation in erica’ by M. L. Hansen, Commentary, November 
1 


sp, tont...fathah Jew, Pp. 202 


PageS8 ® May 1961 © THE MINORITY OF ONE 

















AND ERR 


to the United States. He was a Czech Jew who had lived in Isr) 
for several years. There he met an old-maidish, husband-hunting 
American tourist, and their not quite two week acquaintanceship 
culminated in their marriage. She had immediately returned to 
the U. S. to await his coming as soon as he secured an immign. 
tion visa. Now, two years later, concerned and apprehensive lh, 
was on his way to join his wife. He knew little of her family ey. 
cept that he would be working in a plant they owned. How woulj 
they receive him? How would they treat him? Would he be their 
“poor relation"? What kind of a woman would that wife of his 
prove to be? His fears led him to a resolution to do his best t 
adapt to the new unknown environment. This resolution found ey. 
pression in a way totally incompatible with the man’s backgrounj 
as a Nazi victim. As I stood on the deck chatting with sever! 
fellow passengers, the man approached us and in obvious agite. 
tion exclaimed: “Now I know it, now I understand it, now it is ql 
clear to me!” Finally we learned his revelation. It turned out that 
he had just passed a Negro singer who was returning from a per. 
formance tour in Europe. The Negro singer was a young, very 
handsome, meticulously dressed gentleman. Our Czech friend con. 
tended that in passing him, he noticed a “typical Negro smell’ 
which he accepted as a “scientific” justification for the discriming. 
tion against Negroes in the U.S.A. He was absolutely convinced 
that there was a smell, and a “typical Negro smell” at that. I con. 
ceded the possibility of a smell but after the Czech mentioned that 
the singer was the first Negro he had ever seen, I demanded to 
know how he could tell that the alleged smell was “typical”. The 
man was hardly embarrassed; instead, he kept repeating “I just 
know it.” Of course, here was an immigrant in the advanced 
process of “Americanization”. His fears of the unknown he wo; 
headed for made him master that artificial adaptability he thought 
would be expeeted of him. In the process of untimely assimilation 
he attempted to adapt his mind to what he conceived to be the 
most extreme version of “Americanism”, as if his assimilation were 
indisputable if geared towards the extreme. Like the millions o! 


Tews who preceded him, he stepped off the ship ready to be con. 
pletely remolded. 











































FIDELITY OR COMPULSION? 


I am aware that in this presentation of the immigrant exper- 
ence and in my following evaluation of the alleged Jewish religious 
“revival” in America, I am taking exception to the findings of such 
prominent scholars as Oscar Handlin, Will Herberg, Marcus Lee 
Hansen, Jacob Rader Marcus and many others. They have con. 
ceived of the Jewish immigrant to America as remaining w- 
changed. Mistakenly, they have taken the only mode of living 
the immigrant knew as evidence of his unchanged loyalties, be- 
lieving that he had merely transferred his socio-cultural ghetto from 
Europe to America. Of course, in the frustrating process of mute- 
tion there must have been many contradictions in the immigrant's 
mind, many collisions between the influences of his past experi- 
ences and his new integrationist resolutions. The latter, however, 
have been greatly underestimated by a host of sociologists. Ben 
Halpern came closest to perceiving the contradictory trends within 
the newly found Jewish ghetto in America. On the one hand he 
states that “there was... a very active cultural life and vivid sense 
of history in the Jewish immigrant ghetto. That generation, in fact 
reached, an unsurpassed peak of historical awareness as Jews. And, 
concomitantly, they led a life of high cultural intensity.’ But he is 
also aware that “the immigrant ghetto from the beginning was er- 
tered into only to be abandoned. For the Jewish immigrants it rep- 
resented either the collapse and bereavement of the old values of 
the true, historic European Ghetto—or, if they had already emanc- 
pated themselves from the historic Jewish values, it was a ‘melting 
pot,’ a grimy anteroom to the real America, a sordid extension of 
Ellis Island. 

“The generation that entered the immigrant ghetto was con- 
fronted by one overwhelming task: to get out, or enable the nex! 
generation to get out.” 

It was this contradictory development within the immigrant 
ghetto that was responsible for polarly opposed descriptions of it 
While Halpern found in it “high cultural intensity”, there is volumin- 
ous evidence that cultural indifference and disintegration were eat- 
ing away at the Jewishness of the immigrant generation. As far 
back as 1876 the Jewish Educational Society of Chicago lamented 
that “Indifference and dissension have long enough eaten the very 
marrow and root of our sacred inheritance. Compare the zeal and 
devotion, the generosity and sympathy manifested in Christian 
churches by young and old, with the indolence and lethargy which 
have estranged the young, particularly, to our holy cause, so as to 
make every! attempt of enlisting their interest fail at the very outset.” 


THE SECOND GENERATION 
The resolution of the Jewish immigrant, which he himself was 
incapable of executing, has been passed on to his Americami-born 
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» children. “Like the other white ethnic groups, the Jew, to ‘pass’, 
has only to become ‘assimilated,’ which is a matter of cultural con- 
formity and absorption. Yet even the Jew who strives hardest for 
such absorption finds that it is not enough for him to wear his re- 
ligion lightly or even discard it and break his ties of identification 
with his ethnic group. In many instances his offer of assimilation 
is not acknowledged: it is only his children and in turn their chil- 
dren who are finally accorded a substantial measure of acceptance. 
' Even where the pride of Jacob has been discarded, the fear of 
Ahaseurus lingers.’ 

With the second generation of American Jews many of the im- 
migrant's handicaps to assimilation were gone. His children sensed 
his frustrations. They knew that the Jewishness of their parents 
was not a voluntary, inwardly inspired devotion but rather a re- 
action to other patterns of living that were unknown or inaccessible 
tothem. They, the children, would achieve what their parents could 
’ not. They knew the language of the country, the habits and cul- 
' tural patterns of the gentile surroundings, the mentality of the so- 
' ciety they wished to integrate into. Their desire to assimilate would 

no longer be frustrated py any lack of knowing how to assimilate. 
_ “The children could not fail to be concerned with the business of 
| Americanization. . . . Neither the insistence that Judaism could be 
like other American churches in practice, nor the assurance that its 
practice could be compartmentalized into the categories of dual cul- 
ture, effaced this second generation's identification of Judaism with 
the orthodox habits of its immigrant parents. The whole process 
of its upbringing had emphasized the contrast between “American’ 
and “foreign’: for the children, Judaism was still associated with 
the foreign.” 

The second generation was willing and able to make any 
adaptation demanded (or so they thought) by their gentile sur- 
roundings. From here on American-Jewish life has been molded, 
not by any loyalty to the Jewish community and its traditional cul- 
ture, but by the gentile society. Had this society insisted on re- 
ligious conversion, there would be few Jews left in America; but, 
against the American background, conversion became quite ir- 
relevant. 

The pragmatic, hygienic nature of American religiosity places 
no emphasis upon theological dogma, and therefore offers no prize 
for conversion. The American churchgoer is quite unconcerned with 
the dogmatic differences among religions and denominations; more 
important than any such dogma is the mere act of belonging to a 
church. Only pragmatic considerations get any appreciation of 
someone's conversion from one religion to another; marrying some- 
one of a different religion is about the only instance of a conver- 
sion that meets public appreciation. The few who convert for 
theological reasons are regarded as “freaks” and “squares” about 
whom popular magazines feature curio stories. 

Against this mentality the mass conversion of Jews in America 
would have been meaningless—changing nothing in the relation- 
ship between the converts and the gentile society. The segrega- 
tion of the Jewish community would not end with its acknowledge- 
ment of Jesus as the savior in a society that has been little con- 
cerned with particulars of theology. 

Obviously, the gentile community did not expect the Jew to 
convert, but the Jew was equally ready to adapt in any other man- 
ner. As a young nation with little cultural integrity, America has 
quite naturally placed an emphasis upon “Americanism”—an em- 
phasis directly proportionate to the intrinsic depravity and mean- 
inglessness of the term. Still, whatever superificial meaning was in- 
jected into “Americanism,” the Jew was eager to demonstrate that 
he met its terms and qualified for it. The greater the justified or 
unjustified doubts as to the Jews being an elementary part of 


America, the greater the need the Jews felt to demonstrate their 
Americanism.” 


TRIAL AND ERROR IN ASSIMILATION 


The overwhelming desire to gain gentile acceptance has 
branched out in different directions. These various branches differ 
from, collide and contradict each other, but motivationally they are 
all identical twins. Whether an American Jew is a rabbi or an 
agnostic, a “Zionist” or an “American of the Hebrew persuasion,” 
a political “liberal” or a “conservative,” does not, in all too many 
cases, depend on inward, genuine inspirations but on individual 
guesses as to which view or position will make him a more “com- 
plete” American. The escape from religion as a particular means 
of assimilation eventually gave way to a religious “revival”, but 

th were experiments in assimilation. “The characteristic response 
of the second generation was secularism. Yet it was secularism 
with a difference, for even in their secularism the young people of 
the second generation often showed the impress of the religion 
they were abandoning. Many of them became radicals and ‘in- 
ternationalists’, but their radicalism was usually quite different cul- 
t from the radicalism of the immigrants, with whom they had 
little real contact. Others, in a reaction against devaluation, be- 











































































































































































































































































N ASSIMILATION 


came Zionists; their ‘nationalism’ was paradoxically also an effort 
to adjust themselves to America, where ethnic nationalism was a 
recognized feature of acculturation. Both radicalism and Zionism 
were second generation phenomena, yet both were also somehow 
strangely ‘Jewish’, for was not internationalist socialism a secu- 
larized version of the ‘universalist’ aspect of Jewish messianism 
and Zionist nationalism a secularized version of the ‘particularist’ 
aspect?”’ , 

The “revival” of Jewish religious life in America in the last two 
decades or so has been hailed as a positive, self-assertive develop- 
ment. In theory, the youth of the third generation, whose parents 
too were American born, were no longer provoked to rebel against 
Jewish “foreignness.” They felt sufficiently integrated into Ameri- 
can life not to resort to artificial protestations and manifestations 
of Americanism. “Whenever any immigrant group reaches the 
third-generation stage in its development a spontaneous and al- 
most irresistible impulse arises which forces the thoughts of many 
people of different professions, different positions in life, and dif- 
ferent points of view to interest themselves in that one factor they 
have in common—the heritage of blood.” 

The third generation’s “return” to Jewishness was strictly con- 
fined to an interpretation of Judaism that would in no way collide 
with its Americanism. What Jewishness was now to mean to the 
American Jew depended least on Judaism and Jewish tradition. 
“What the Jewish third generation ‘returned’ to was, of course, that 
which, as American, it could ‘remember’ of the heritage of its fore- 
bears—in other words, their religion—but in returning to the re- 
ligion it was also returning to Jewishness, in a sense in which the 
Italian or Polish third generation, in returning to Catholicism, was 
NOT returning to ‘Italianness’ or ‘Polishness’.. The dual meaning 
of ‘Jewish’ as covering both ethnic group and religion made the 
‘return’ movement of the third generation into a source of renewed 
strength and vigor for the American Jewish community.” 

The true quality of that “renewed strength and vigor” is noth- 
ing but the same perplexing and frustrating complex of self-identi- 
fication that has pursued the first and second generations of Ameri- 
can Jews. I completely reject the affirmative, self-assertive theory 
of a Jewish “renaissance” brought about by the third generation 
of American Jews. I believe all three generations were involved 
in one and the same fundamental proposition: to assimilate under 
all circumstances. The seemingly intensified religious life of the 
third generation did not follow a return to any Jewish loyalties; 
rather it constituted a paradoxical, up-to-date form of assimilation- 
ism. The return to the synagogue, to Jewish institutions and sym- 
bolism is, least of all, a genuine religious or cultural revival. It 
is no more than an adaptation to the norm that a “good American” 
belongs to the church of his denomination. No Jewish loyalty or 
nostalgia leads the Jewish masses to their synagogues but a de- 
sire to demonstrate to the gentile community that they are doing 
the “American thing.” It is the mahyufes again—in a highly at- 
tenuated and sophisticated form. 


ESCAPE THROUGH RELIGION 


The Jews stream to their synagogues to resemble the gentiles 
who stream to their churches. Inside the synagogue, however, 
looms the danger of differing from the gentiles rather than emulat- 
ing them. Because the truth is that Judaism is not too exact a copy 
of “Americanism.” The Jew who attends his synagogue to emulate 
his churchgoing gentile neighbor would defeat his purpose were 
he to return from his synagogue resembling that neighbor even 
less. Yet, this would be the inevitable consequence were the syna- 
gogue inspired by genuine Jewish theology and tradition. To cope 
with this “danger” the American Jew builds the. walls of a syna- 
gogue but furnishes it, not with Jewish religion and tradition, but 
with the conjectural tastes of the gentiles. The Christian commu- 
nity, not the Shulchan Aruch, is the arbiter of religious pratice 
among most of America’s Jews. The Jew goes to the synagogue 
to be more like the gentile; and to be more like the gentile, he 
compromises any and all uniqueness in the synagogue’s practice 
as well as spiritual content. 

The same holds true with the Jewish religious or “Hebrew” 
school. The Jewish mother sends Sammy to the Sunday school only 
because Johnny across the street attends his Sunday school. But 
once in that school, Sammy might return less like Johnny. He might 
come home with a “queer” book that reads from right to left, with 
“queer” looking type characters and on a “queer” subject. This 
would be the opposite of the results desired by Sammy's mother. 
To cope with the “danger” the mother sends Sammy to Hebrew 
school, but simultaneously she prevents the Hebrew scnool from 
teaching Sammy true Judaism. The paradoxical result is that Jewish 
communities invest as much energy into thwarting genuine teach- 
ing as they do into building the schools themselves. A Hebrew 
teacher, like a rabbi, who took his task seriously and truly strove 
to imbue the Jewish child with an appreciation of unadulterated 
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Jewish culture would not be tolerated by the non-orthodox Jewish 
community. 


Take the Jewish prayer book used in reformed and conserva- 
tive synagogues in America, or any textbook on Jewish history, 
customs or theology used in a Hebrew school, and you will dis- 
cover, in their editing, an amazing degree of Jewish infidelity. You 
will discover omissions in, additions to and actual apologetic mis- 
translations of traditional Jewish prayers as well as lies about Jew- 
ish theological concepts and distortions of Jewish religious symbols. 
They are a symphony of apologia towards gentile America. They 
are counterfeits by a people out to “prove” that the Shulchan Aruch 
is a carbon copy of the American Constitution, each Talmudical 
treatise a forerunner of a Constitutional Amendment. They are a 
documentation of mahyufes in its most refined form. 


The underlying motivation leads one to speculate that, were 
the prevailing norm according to which functional denominational 
loyalty is a part of American fidelity to be replaced by some kind 
of inter-denominational “American” church stigmatizing any inter- 
national religious links as un-American, many of the most active 
officers and functionaries of synagogues would probably be the first 
to abandon their “churches” and prove their “Americanism” by 
joining the new, “purely American” church. 

This phenomenon is sociologically fascinating in its total re- 
versal of traditional ways of Jewish assimilationism. In Europe, 
the Jew who wished to assimilate with the gentile society did so 
by shunning Judaism. He abstained from all Jewish practice and 
activities and finally converted to Christianity. In Europe this was 
effective because religion was valued theologically, and conversion 
from Judaism bore the promise of complete submergence and in- 
tegration among the Christians. In America, however, Jewish as- 
similationism works, among others, with the tools of Judaism itself. 

The same assimilationist motivation that leads one Jew to the 
synagogue, leads another Jew away from it. He assumes the role 
of an agnostic or atheist and rebels against his ancestral in- 
heritance in the very same bid for acceptance by the gentile so- 
ciety. His pitch for acceptability as a “complete” American is not 
to demonstrate that he attends some place of worship, but more 
directly to refute the synagogue and Jewish religion, saying to the 
gentiles in essence: “You see, I am no different than you are, in- 
deed I am a part of you because Judaism no longer divides us; 
I simply don’t have it any more.” To prove their “sincerity” such 
apologists are ready to go a step further and throw a few insults 
upon their repudiated religion in order to demonstrate that their 
“Americanism” is so strong and exclusive that they do not mind 
refuting anything for its sake, including their religious and cultural 
inheritance. 


THE PRO-ANTIS AND THE ANTI-PROS 


Religion is not the only arena for the paradoxical expositions 
of Jewish assimilationism in America. The same process is reflected 
in political trends. As the rabbi and the agnostic or atheist share 
the assimilationist motivation, each dancing the mahyufes in his 
own way, so does the American-Jewish Zionist and anti-Zionist. 
Even in his Zionism the American Jew is merely claiming his part 
in the American tradition of group sentimentalism towards coun- 
tries of ancestral origin. 


It must be seriously doubted whether American Zionism could 
withstand a crisis involving an obvious rift between Israel and 
the State Department. It was no coincidence that, in 1956, when 
the late John Foster Dulles wanted to pressure Israel into withdraw- 
ing its armed forces from the Sinai Peninsula, he consulted Ameri- 
can Zionist leaders in an attempt to impress upon them the need 
of convincing the Government of Israel. The tools Mr. Dulles re- 
sorted to were overwhelming. In essence, he threatened both Israel 
and the American Zionists that unless Israel complied with his 
wishes, the State Department would stigmatize Zionist activity in 
America as not quite American. The implication was lost on no 
one. Both Israel and the American Zionist leaders were acutely 
aware that American Zionism could hardly withstand such a con- 
flict. Not only would fund raising for Israel suffer a fatal blow but 
political support of Israel as well. One must perceive this picture 
in order to appreciate the contemptuous attitude towards American 
Zionism displayed by such people as Prime Minister Ben Gurion 
himself. The truth is that they do not believe in the genuineness 
of the Zionist sentiment of American Jews. They know that that 
sentiment is strictly at the mercy of gentile public opinion. They 
know that most American “Zionists” would not display any Zionist 
integrity were their Zionism put to a crucial test. 

The same passion for gentile acceptance that conditions Ameri- 
can Zionism is even more responsible for the vehement anti-Zionism 
and anti-Israelism of other American Jews. They are hysterically 
afraid of being suspected of dual loyalty. They are so anxious to 
demonstrate their unconditional American loyalty that, in*the ab- 
sence of a true loyalty conflict, they think one up in order to pro- 
vide an arena in which they can manifest their willingness to com- 
promise and sacrifice for the sake of their Americanism. To blot 
out any suspicion of Jewish motivation and bias, they eagerly dis- 
play an unlimited hostility towards Israel. They petition the United 
Nations, the State Department and the American President, beg- 
ging them to take an anti-Israeli position on each and every issue. 
They denounce all support of Israel disloyal to America. They 
organize themselves as the American Council for Judaism and, 
while professing to be Jews, they resort to most insidious intellectual 
acrobatics to “prove” that Judaism has but two principal postu- 
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‘lates: to serve America and to hurt Israel. Look, they say in e. 


sence, for America’s sake we are even willing to dissociate oy. 
selves completely from other Jews, to hurt them, to denounce then 
even to deliver them to the mercy of Arab feudals and dictato, 
who have vowed to drown them in the Mediterranean. That's hoy 
great our “American loyalty” is! 

That this callousness towards other Jews is accompanied by 
a Jewish hyper-sensitivity in other respects is a further manifesta. 
tion of the schizophrenia. The same Jew who is so eager to den. 
onstrate his total indifference to the fate of the Jews of Israel 
elsewhere is prone to hysterically identify the slightest sign of , 
mere disliking of Jews as bigotry and anti-Semitism. As if not be. 
ing a bigot obliged one to like everybody, irrelevant of all pe. 
sonal or ethnic characteristics. So strong has the Jewish demand 
been in this respect that often the unbigoted gentile feels a need 
for making flattering, almost loving professions towards Jews as q 
means of vindicating his humane, liberal attitude. 

Although the assimilationist rabbi is a new phenomenon specif. 
cally confined to the American scene, the political mahyufism of the 
American Council for Judaism displays less originality. It has ql 
been done before. The infamous Dr. Naumann of Berlin hoped ty 
gain Hitler's acceptance by forming an organization of Jewish neq. 
Nazis. He thought that his voluntary semi-compliance with "Mein 
Kampf” could successfully direct Hitler's hatred only against othe 
Jews, East European Jews. Anyone but a theoretician of mahyufes 
could have known that Hitler would accept no such discrimination, 
that Naumann’s “Deutschland ueber Alles” would not save hin 
and his followers. That Jew hatred is not going to be alleviated 
by some Jews’ manifestations that they too can hate Jews is sini- 
larly unappreciated by the American Council for Judaism. 


THE JEWISH “GOY” 

As unprincipled and hypocritical as all such mahyufes is, its 
climactic ugliness is exposed in actual performance even more 
than in theory. It creates the most nauseatingly simian situations: 
“rabbinical” schools in which the study of dramatics and public 
speaking takes up three times as much time as the study of the 
Bible; “rabbis” whose sermons are based more on conjectures as 
to the State Department's pleasure than on genuine Jewish religion; 
counterfeit textbooks on Judaism that are a prostitution of genuine 
Jewish religion. 

It also produces a curious type of a Jewish “liberal”. He con- 
siders himself a progressive, which he is indeed with respect to 
each and every problem and nation in the world with the singula 
exception of Israel. He is not just opposed to certain aspects of 
Israel and her policies; his opposition is total. He may welcome 
constructive social developments in India, Ghana or anywhere else, 
but the same developments in Israel are to his mind reactionary, 
He opposes violence in all its manifestations except when it is di- 
rected against the Jews of Israel. There, his only pacifistic sensi- 
tivity is reserved for the protection of the Arabs. Although a "lib. 
eral” and a “progressive” who fully appreciates that, at least lately, 
“Americanism” is the American version of what in Italy was called 
“Fascism” and in Germany “Nazism,” when it comes to anticipat- 
ing a possible suspicion of dual loyalty he speaks about his: “pride 
of Americanism.” The “progressive” editor of the Jewish Newsletter 
William Zukerman, for instance, continuously attempts to outshout 
his dilemmas and discomforts as an immigrant in America by re 
peating time and time again how “proud” he is of “his” “Amer- 
canism.” As if he made America all by himself. Others are not 
quite convinced about the final effectiveness of name Anglo-Saxoniz- 
ing. My friend, the editor of The Independent, puts some finishing 
touches on his total American integration by publishing a most 
vicious, all embracing attack on Israel, equating that republic with 
Nazi Germany, finding not a single ray of light in it and actually 
advocating the relocation of its two million Jews. The iron like 
negative consistency of the piece is further achieved by a rewrite 
of the history of the Arab-Israeli war of 1948 that is a mockery of 
well established and documented facts, some even uncontested by 
Arab leaders themselves. This is just another case of a liberal 
who suspends any and all liberalism when discussing a Jewish or 
Israeli subject. Because to display any sympathy may in this case 
prejudice one’s desperate escape from Judaism. 

e must ask whether such “liberals” would advocate putting 
all European colonists in Algeria outside the law, or have them 
thrown out of the country, or whether they would support the ur- 
discriminating murder activities of the Mau Mau in Kenya Of 
course, such policies are reprehensible to them as liberals. Nor 
do they propose a dislocation of the American, Canadian, Latin 
American, South African, Australian peoples. Shouldn't they, by the 
same logic, finally “extend” at least de facto recognition to the 
State of Israel? Or would Mau Maumism against Israel be justified? 
It is horrifying to think to what irresponsibility people can be led 
by their Jewish complexes! 


MEET RABBI BURTON H. WOLFE 


My friend, the editor of The Californian states in the January 
issue of his publication that “No one can tell me that just because 
I was born to Jewish parents I am still a Jew. I tell you I am not 
a Jew”; thereby, he becomes, to my knowledge, the first goy to 
feel a need for making such a statement. What Mr. Wolfe obvi- 
ously fails to appreciate is how much he shares with the rabbi 
whose synagogue he refuses to go to. Indeed, within this context 
it is difficult to tell who the rabbi is: Wolfe or his mahyufes part 
ner who dances at the pulpit. He also fails to appreciate how 
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much he shares with some of the “Zionists” and pro-Israelis he 
despises; they all are doing one and the same thing—instead of 
peing themselves, instead of being genuine individuals as Ameri- 

and as Jews, instead of being inwardly inspired, they adopt 
the thoughts and emotions they hope will make them acceptable 
to their gentile surroundings. 

Paradoxically, such Jewish insincerity and ungenuineness ipso 
facto becomes American insincerity and ungenuineness. No con- 
tribution to a national culture motivated by an artificially adopted 
frame of mind can be worthwhile. Were the American Jew genuinely 
fo seek a synthesis between his ethnic heritage and America, he 
would be filling an American void that desperately needs filling. 
He, like his Protestant and Catholic co-citizens, will have then con- 
| tributed positively to the American culture. There would be noth- 
ing wrong in at least attempting to imbue the American sense of 
yalues with some traditional values of Judaism; had the main ethnic 

oups of American immigrants displayed more cultural fidelity to 

iheir ethnic inheritance, they would have created the equivalent 
of Canada’s political link to Great Britain. That link has saved 
Canada from the cultural void that has prevailed in the U.S.A., 
where many came to join but few were filling the “melting pot” 
with cultural substance. 

Had Wolfe trained to be an American rabbi, he would espouse 
| different slogans, but his motivation would hardly need to undergo 
any mutation. But Wolfe did not become a rabbi. On the contrary, 
he has learned about the contents of Judaism from his rabbinical 
mahyufes partner and on that strength he considers himself an au- 
thority on Judaism. His credentials are overwhelming: at the age of 
thirteen he was bahrmitzvahed and he also read, in Hebrew school, 
a book“When the Jewish People Was Young.” Having gained such 
expert insight into millenia of Jewish thought and experience, Wolfe 
cast his verdict unequivocally: Judaism is not a culture, it is just 
ateligious denomination. Actually, it is surprising that Wolfe felt 
a need to invoke his Jewish scholarship for casting his verdict on 
Jews and Judaism; because in casting another scholastic verdict, 
this time on Marx and anti-Semitism, he finds no need to be ac- 
quainted with Marx's writings, and “context, shmontext” he sets 
himself up as a judge among erudites on Marxism. At least, when 
he — Judaism and the Jews he seems “more” equipped 
forthe job... 

The trouble, of course, is that Rabbi Burton H. Wolfe does not 
know that the tutor or shamash who prepared him for his Barmitzvah 
and the author of “When the Jewish People Was Young” conceived 
as their mission preventing little Burt from gaining an insight into 
genuine Judaism. So Wolfe, who, I dare guess, would not even 
be able to name the at least five historical languages of the Jews, 
con only tell us what his Judaism means to him. He insists, how- 
ever, that his perception of Judaism and Jewishness are Judaism and 
Jewishness themselves, and there is no other. 

So innocent is Wolfe on religious subjects that he is not even 
aware that one’s claim to agnosticism does not necessarily com- 
pletely sever his religious links. He does not claim to be a Chris- 
tian, but he insists he is not an atheist. Little does he suspect that 
+ an agnostic, unlike an atheist, can still be a Christian agnostic, a 
Jewish agnostic, an Islamic agnostic, etc.; and if you told him that 
among the Prophets and the Talmudical debaters there were some 
agnostics, he would probably suspect you of talking Chinese. Re- 
ligiously, an interesting paradox emerges: Wolfe, who claims not 
to be a Jew, may still be linked to the Jewish religion more than 
this author, who claims to be a Jew. 

Wolfe says that “It is Zionism, not Judaism, that has proclaimed 
that Jews possess cultural and national attributes that make them 
a ‘people’”. That his refutation is emotionally, not intellectually, 
inspired is obvious from the fact that he is so desperate to “prove” 
his point that he even invokes a racist definition of peoplehood. Dr. 
Henry L. Shapiro’s evidence to the effect that Jews are no longer 
racially “pure” is Wolfe's “scholastic” climax in “proving” the 
fallacy of a Jewish peoplehood. Of course, had anyone else ac- 
cepted a racist definition of any peoplehood, Wolfe, as a progressive 
journalist, would probably be the first one to denounce him as a 
reactionary and a Hitlerite. But to vindicate himself as an over- 
complete American, he has no qualms about defining the Jewish en- 
tity on horse show terms. If we accept Wolfe's fallacy, which would 
undoubtedly be totally rejected by Dr. Henry L. Shapiro himself, 
then indeed there is not a single people in existence, and least of 
all con we find “racial integrity” among the Americans he is so 
desperate to over-join. 

My own critical evaluation of American Jewry can by no stretch 
of the imagination support Wolfe’s denial of a Jewish civilization. I 
see a process of cultural disintegration among the Jews of America, 
and such a process would not have been possible had Judaism not 
been a culture in the first place. That the American Jewry may well 
be becoming something of an ethnic fossil, to use Arnold Toynbee’s 
symbol, is not because there has not been a Jewish peoplehood but 
because so many people, and Wolfe among them, are betraying it 
= escaping from it. You cannot escape from something that does 
hot exist... 

Of course, it is utterly untrue that only the Zionists have de- 
fined the Jews as a people. In fact, even the most superficial study 
would convince Wolfe that there was hardly ever any other defini- 
tion. The sceptics, who have sprung up since the middle of the 
nineteenth century, hardly ever challenged the Jews’ possessing 
cultural and ethnic characteristics. Their negation was postulatory 
and reformistic; they, like the American Council for Judaism, wished 
fo put an end to the existing ethnic characteristics of the Jews. So 




























































































































































































































Wolfe stands there as the only scholar on Judaism and the Jews, 
contending that there is no such thing in the first place. I suspect 
that Wolfe will learn from this piece for the first time about such 
violently anti-Zionist Jewish movements as the East European Bund 
and Folkists, whose vehement anti-Zionism never prevented them 
from being Jewish nationalists. But then too, one must ask, who is 
Wolfe kidding? The mere fact that he has such a hard time con- 
vincing Jews and gentiles alike that he is not a Jew proves who 
considers the Jews as more than a denominational group. 


THE SO-VERY-JEWISH NON-JEW 


In fact, it is amazing but also symptomatic that a man who was 
born a Jew yet stands there and refutes his Judaism is so preoc- 
cupied with his yes-Jewishness-no-Jewishness. I have never seen 
any other goy so persistently and nervously preoccupied with Juda- 
ism. In vain, Wolfe cries: “don’t try to tell me that I'm living in 
exile from a place called Palestine, which is the only place where 
I can lead a normal life”; in this very cry he gives away his Jewish 
complex. Wolfe just cannot forget that he is (take your pick): a 
Jew or a non-Jew, or perhaps a Jewish non-Jew. Never does he ac- 
quire an elementary, natural feeling of being just a human being. 
He is torn by a frustrating dilemma of self-definition. In his tor- 
ment, I can think of nothing that would help him more than a pro- 
longed stay in the State of Israel. He needs it, not to become a 
better Jew, but somewhat to “un-Jewish” himgelf. There is no place 
in the world where the Jew remembers his Jewishness less fre- 
quently, less self-consciously and less pathologically than in Israel. 
There, he has no need nor opportunity to confront his status as a 
Jew with that of gentiles, and consequently he learns he is just a 
resident of this globe. I wish to assure my friend Wolfe that with 
all my identification as a Jew, the problem of self-definition does 
not pursue me as it seems to pursue him. Israel did that for me, 
and it would have a similar healing effect on him. He would prob- 
ably return rid of his Jewish complex, having learned to take 
graciously whatever preconditions accompanied him to this world 
and begging no one’s forgiveness for being alive. 

Wolfe disclaims all relationships with the Goldbergs and the 
Cohens and naively asks what ties he shares with Elizabeth Taylor 
or David Ben-Gurion. His lack of ties with the former is doubtless 
a reason for deep masculine regret and I sympathize fully. Per- 
haps by dropping the last letter from his surname his luck would 
change for the better... I would like, however, to sadden Wolfe 
with the contention that not only Ben-Gurion, but even some bearded 
Jew in a Polish or Russian village, is directly related to him. 
Chances are that were it not for one such Jew feeling persecuted 
as a Jew in a Polish or a Russian village, Wolfe would never have 
been born as an American. So there is some link of fate. The per- 
secution of Jews in Czarist Russia accounts for Wolfe’s being an 
American in the first place; and if Wolfe had any relatives in 
Hitler-occupied territories who shouted, as he does, “I am tell- 
ing you a million times I am not a Jew!”, they proved totally un- 
persuasive. Nor is Wolfe's life now completely independent of Ben- 
Gurion’s. Because were it not for Israel, Ben-Gurion might have 
settled in San Francisco, and having once been a good newspaper- 
man, Ben-Gurion and not Wolfe might have become the editor of 
The Californian. Furthermore, the influx of Ben-Gurion and other 
Israeli Jews might have caused a great change in the attitude of the 


gentile community towards the San Francisco Jews plus one gentile: 
Burton H. Wolfe. 


With all these mahyufic attempts to eradicate any and all dif- 
ferences between himself and the gentiles, I seriously doubt whether 
the mahyufic Jew can win respect from any thinking gentile. No 
one respects crawling, and especially when it is done persistently 
and systematically. As for myself, I am utterly unaware of any 
negative influence my Jewishness is having upon my relationship 
with gentile friends. If they respect me, they respect me for what 
I am. In any case they would hardly respect me more were I to en- 
tertain them with contempt for my parents. 


Of course, there is much more to the Jewish entity than the 
negative ties of fate. Wolfe’s unawareness notwithstanding, there 
has been for millenia a development of specifically and uniquely 
Jewish thought and literature, folklore and socio-economic struc- 
ture. To a great degree, the development of the Jewish culture within 
a religious framework is analogous to the development of all other 
civilizations. All cultures have developed from within and for cen- 
turies were confined to a religious framework; and were we to dis- 
miss all cultural religious achievements while dismissing religion 
itself, there would hardly be any culture left. Just as the church 
served as the cradle of philosophy and the arts, so did the Jewish 
religious life inspire Jewish thought and arts. 


One could not attempt a sociological study on Judaism and the 
Jews within this framework. Furthermore, Wolfe's Jewish scholar- 
ship is least of all conducive to a higher-level discussion. First he 
would have to find out that his reading of “When The Jewish People 
Was Young” and his Barmitzvah ceremony do not qualify him as an 
expert on Judaism. In the process of learning, he would probably 
also rid himself of his present assumption that knowledge is not 
necessary in order to adjudicate matters, be they in the field of 
Marxism or Judaism. It would also convince him that an intellec- 
tual operates with a completely different set of designations than 
the one he uses: to an intellectual conclusions may be right or 
wrong, true or false, logical or illogical, pertinent or impertinent, but 
he does not claim his own view exhausts all intelligence, leaving 
none of that human quality to individuals of different convictions. 
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What is happening to the motion picture 
as a creative art? What has been done 
with the art that can go anywhere for 
backgrounds, transcend the limitations of 
the theatre, work magic with its anamor- 
phic lenses and dazzle us with breath-tak- 
ing color on its expanding screen? Holly- 
wood has been assaulted by Budd Schul- 
berg Harold Robbins, Robert Carson, Na- 
thaniel West, and others with such thor- 
oughness that no further belaboring by 
anyone would seem to be necessary. Never- 
theless, I submit my own estimate based 
on one adventure as the author of a pic- 
ture featured on Broadway, another as 
a “story expert” in a Hollywood studio, 
and on several visits there on business. 

The motion picture today has degener- 
ated into a teenage art. While displaying 
dazzling technical skills, the studios of 
Hollywood, managed by men who, most of 
them, know nothing whatever about crea- 
tive dramatic art, suppress and brow-beat 
authors who do know and force them to 
listen to and be dominated by their own 
hacks, who “know what the public wants.” 
Hollywood, itself the most unwholesome 
community in the nation, fattens its purse 
with fairytales of violence, travesties of 
romance, and a parade of glittering heroes 
and heroines who in no way reflect the 
true pattern of American life. 


The curse of Hollywood is that it is in- 
terested only in exploiting and not in cre- 
ating. It is not interested in writers who 
are the creators. Again and again its 
producers have been told in their own 
trade journals that “the story’s the thing,” 
that “there is nothing wrong with the 
movie or television business that good 
stories won’t cure,” but this fundamental 
truth about their art, about any art, they 
ignore. Hollywood is interested only in 
publicity values. It will buy a “name” 
but not what the “name” has learned. 
The main reason for this indifference is 
not that producers think the author is 
ignorant but that they know they are. 
“Your hacks have loused up my play,” 
says the playwright. “I'll fire them,” says 
the producer, “what’d they do?” “They 
have destroyed the play’s unity.” Says the 
producer: “What the hell’s that?” 


Elia Kazan, the Broadway director, who 
has gone to Hollywood to preach and prac- 
tice motion pictures as an art and who 
may yet save it, in “Light and Sound,” a 
professional trade journal, has given us a 
picture of the treatment accorded writers. 
When he directed his first picture, “A Tree 
Grows In Brooklyn,” he tells us in his in- 
troduction to the published script of “A 
Face In The Crowd’’ (a movie which, by 
the day, lampoons television) he lunched 
with the staff in the Twentieth Century 
Fox commissary. Mr. Zanuck with his pro- 
ducers ate in state behind closed doors. 
The others, directors, stars, make-up men, 
hairdressers, stand-ins, agents, camera men 
with their gaffers and key grips—Mr. 
Kazan ate with them. Then he writes: 
“Only after several weeks did I notice and 
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The Movies 
at the 
Crossroads 











By Thomas H. Uzzell 


explore a sorry group at a remote table. 
Their isolation was so evident that it 
seemed planned. There was no mixing 
with this group, no table-hopping to their 
table. They seemed out of place. Their 
dress was tamer. Few had the fashionable 
suntan that a Beverly Hills success carries 
right to his grave. They laughed in an 
hysterical way, giddy or bitter. These were 
the writers. Some of them were admitted 
hacks and some were unadmitted hacks. 
Some were top screen writers. There 
would be an occasional Pulitzer Prize play- 
wright or a famous novelist who had come 
out to do one screen assignment. Every 
last one of them seemed embarrassed to be 
there, and the embarrassment expressed 
itself in a bitter wit. They specialized in 
long sagas about the idiocy of the motion 
picture business. There was a never-end- 
ing competition of appalling anecdote. 
They razzed everything and anybody— 
including themselves. A wealth of talent 
spent itself in mockery.” 


Mr. Kazan’s further adventures in Hol- 
lywood revealed to him Hollywood's crass, 
cyniéal disrespect for authors and their 
work. He quotes from the talk among 
the writers at the table in the corner. One 
of them told about a studio head who, 
having just bought the rights to a best 
seller novel, strutted into the commissary, 
and announced: “I’ve just bought a great 
story—but I think I can lick it!” Mr. 
Kazan also tells how on beginning work on 
the lot every morning his camera man 
asked him what was next in the script. 
The camera man never read the script and 
always showed a morbid aversion to dia- 
logue. He couldn’t photograph it, so evi- 
dently to him it was worse than spinach. 
His question every morning was: “Well, 
what’s the garbage for today?” 


The social scientists writing for the 
symposium, “Mass Culture,” edited by 
Rosenberg and White, speak of Hollywood 
as a “dream factory.” After noting the 
few distinguished pictures that have been 
produced- here and abroad, mostly abroad, 
they state that the phantasies of the 
American people dwell upon the doings of 
their gods and goddesses in the Elysium 
they have created of Hollywood, although 
there is more “confusion and anxiety” in 
Hollywood than in the rest of the country. 


The authors of “Mass Culture” observe 
further: The average American’s knowl- 
edge of the personal affairs of the phony 
deities of the screen “far surpasses” his 
knowledge of civic affairs. Instead of 
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trying to understand and help solve th, 
urgent problems of a fast-changing world 
he goes to a movie for escape. Althoug, 
the glamorous figures of Hollywood ay 
the people with the most money, the hen 
of the pictures they produce is often poo, 
and the wealthy tycoon is almost always 
the villain. Earning a living is never show, 
with any sense of reality and making , 
fortune is never portrayed sympathetically, 
“Success or misfortune is usually po. 
trayed as caused by luck or accident” 
The movies feature caricatures or stereo. 
types of foreigners, thus making a req 
understanding of other lands and people 
impossible. Romantic love is presente 
as a kind of “crush” or teen-age infatua. 
tion. One look at the heroine’s “wel. 
shaped legs, strutting bosom, and golden 
hair is sufficient to tell the hero that he 
has met his mate for life.” Censorship of 
the movies results only in making then 
more dishonest. Adult love is taboo. The 
audience is “often regarded as_ sucker 
whose neurotic urges and anxieties cap 
be exploited for profit.” 


Studio executives operate in an atmos. 
phere of fear that the picture they ar 
taking a chance on may not be a bonanza: 
they are unable to accept the fact that the 
good old days of bonanzas are gone for 
good. The result of all this commercializ. 
ing of a popular art is the many unenter. 
taining second and third-rate pictures ani 
the emptying movie houses across the lan¢, 
The drama of the cold war, of the explor- 
tions of space, of the disappearance of the 
citizen, of government by pressure groups 
of the man in the street who has become 
too small to be seen and is run over—al 
these stupendous excitements of the real 
world are available for use by Hollywood, 
but it feeds us galloping horses, blazing 
guns, young women with voluptuous bodies 
and baby faces, the luxuries enjoyed by 
millionaires, paradises of the tropics ani 
endless sexy kisses enacted by the two 
youngsters who photograph best. What a 
loss to a supposedly democratic country! 
The conclusion reached in a study of the 
flimflam capital by the anthropologist, 
Hortense Powdermaker, was expressed in 
the final question she asks. “Can Holly 
wood change its way of thinking and its 
values, so that the democratic concept of 
man becomes more important than a to 
talitarian one?” 


The most expansive, most flexible, most 
profitable of the dramatic arts—what fu: 
ture awaits it? Today it is beset by 3 
flock of problems: Its novelty appeal is 
gone, “free” television with a front seat 
in the living room offers terrific competi- 
tion, and commercialism in every phase of 
its operations has driven off the adults and 
bored the youngsters. A few years ag0 
Roxy’s Theatre in New York was tom 
down and a hotel built on the spot for 
people who would rather sleep in a bet: 
room than in a seat at the movies. The 
motion picture can continue to rival the 
living stage only by matching its excel- 
lence. To survive it must become a the 
atre, creativity must edge out greed, ani 
the playwright and novelist must be wel- 
comed in the studio and onthe lot. Speed 
the day! 
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ATTENTION SENATOR KEFAUVER: 


I wish to bring to your attention an anti- 
social conspiracy on the part of certain 
American manufacturers that, I believe, 
warrants Congressional investigation and 
legislation. I have no knowledge of the 
extent of that conspiracy, but its exist- 
ence was brought home to me on several 
occasions. A rubber ring in the water 
pump of my automobile needed replace- 
ment. The repair shop where I took my 
car told me that the washer I needed sold 
at a dozen for one nickel. Had I had an 
older model car, the replacement would 
have amounted to less than one penny. 
However, I was told, the General Motors 
people “got smart” and, beginning with 
the year my model car was introduced, 
started manufacturing sealed water pumps 
that could not be taken apart and repaired. 
Instead of a washer for less than half a 
cent, I had therefore to replace the entire 
water pump at a cost of about $30.00. 





The other day an electric bulb in my beam 
light stopped functioning, and I drove up 
to a service station to get a ten cent 
replacement. Again I was told that my 
car manufacturer “got wise”; I could not 
just replace the bulb but needed instead 
a whole sealed beam unit at $3.75. 

I am quite certain that these are not 
isolated cases of forced sales artificially 
imposed upon the public by unscrupulous 
profit seekers. The immorality of the 
practice is obvious, and I believe the pub- 
lic is entitled to legislative protection 
against compulsory sales. I hope I am 
pointing at a problem you will be inter- 
ested in looking into. 

* a ® 
MIND ABDUCTORS 

I don’t know where the report about the 
alleged plans of pro-Castro elements to 
abduct Caroline Kennedy originated, but I 
do know that this ‘‘news’’ was spawned by 
totally unscrupulous propagandists. The 


THE WAY WE SEE IT 


reservations our Secret Service incorpor- 
ated into its comments on the case were 
lost in the overall impact that impressed 
upon the minds of the victims of our com- 
munication media the “fact” that Dr. 
Castro was indulging in Bruno Hauptman’s 
profession. This is what the biased, hate- 
ful and propagandized mind of the public 
was intended to retain. 

We admit forming our opinion on this 
matter without first looking into the facts. 
We admit having a prejudice that pre- 
vents us from even considering the pos- 
sibility that the Cuban Government and 
those who legitimately back it would in- 
dulge in political kidnappings as “re- 
ported.” And, so certain are we of the re- 
liability of our conjecture that we believe 
that those responsible for attributing kid- 
napping conspiracies to the Castroites are 
faithful disciples of Dr. Goebbels’ philos- 
ophy that a lie becomes the truth when it 
is big enough. 





Hades and Olympus 
Rationalism .. . 


When I preach humanism and the sanc- 
tity of human life, I wish to invoke no in- 
herent dignity of human life. To me the 
optimistic theory of man’s inherent good- 
ness and rights is an unconscious joke of 
wishful thinkers. I have seen man in his 
utter bareness. I have watched him tak- 
ing torture and meting it out. I have lived 
among the tortured and the torturers, and 
felt the ‘‘class’’ consciousness that divided 
them into abusive power holders and un- 
fortunate victims who envied their power 
and dreamed of changing places with them. 
Man’s inherent dignity? —It does not exist, 
it is a delusion, a deception of those who 
cannot endure an objective look into them- 
selves. When I watch my aquarium, I see 
in it the society I live in; when I watch a 
tropical fish chasing a smaller one away 
from a kernel of food, or eating up the 
smaller fish, or when I watch the bully fish 
spreading terror among its neighbors, I am 
inclined to name each of my fish by the 
names of people I know—George, Jack, Bill, 
Sam... Yes, survival of the fittest is the 
overall social mechanism, the unchangeable 
law of the jungle we live in. We may as 
well face up to the truth about ourselves 
and stop deceiving ourselves about our- 
selves. The question, however, is what to 
do with that realistic, undeceived knowledge 
of our own ugliness. Shall we say, as 
Machiavelli said, we were born ugly and 
Were intended to be ugly, so we mey as 
well go ahead and live by and master the 
ugly law of survival of the fittest? Or, 
should we refuse to remain ugly as nature 
made us and decide to use our blessed and 
mighty intelligence to change the laws of 
our social environment? Should we not 
Say to ourselves: if I was born to be bad, 
to be cruel as the animals in the jungle or 
the fish in my aquarium, then there is no 
thrill and satisfaction in my living; I shall 


Ralph Waldo Emerson, May 25, 1803-1882 


By Guy Albert d’Amato 


This man had a mind so universal that 
he found the pulpit too narrow for his 
scope. “If I am the Devil’s child,” he said, 
“I will live then from the Devil.” So he 
descended to preach in a manner the ele- 
vation of the pulpit would not permit. 
The pulpit is a stage whereon philosophy 
must be dressed for the occasion, but the 
mechanical repetition of dress made idea 
less important than costume until costume 
became devoid of idea. The idea had to 
descend naked into the audience to reveal 
itself to a world that stood as much as 
ever in need of revelation. The need, not 
novelty, was his inspiration; for, his phi- 
losophy was but a new polish for a jewel 
dimmed by ignorance in every age. His 
thought, indeed, was less a philosophy 
than an attitude that strove to transcend 
appearance to the reality behind it. He 
sought in each thing the compendium of 
creation, the oneness in all and the allness 
in one, the macrocosm in the microcosm. 
The important aspect was not the “macro” 
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therefore change myself, I shall apply my 
intelligence to live differently, more hu- 
manly—if human means ethical sensitivity; 
but less humanly—if human means a strug- 
gle of brute force, slyness and all those in- 
Stinctive atavisms of jungle life, from the 
ant to the lion? 

No, we have little to be thankful for, the 
way we were born. But one thing we must 
be thankful for, even proud of: our ability 
to challenge, subdue and destroy our own 
ugliness. A small difference between our- 
selves and the lion, but one that can take 
us through limitless vistas of man-created 
beauty to the topless heights of human 
goodness. 


nor the “micro,” but the “cosmo.” He en- 
deavored to trace in all phenomena the 
lineaments that proved each a copy of a 
single phenomenon. The self of each is 
the self of all. A new theory of atomic 
structure brought the tardy nod of science, 
but the late assent came, alas! too early 
for lightbrained scientists who saw first 
the means of destruction in nature’s prin- 
ciple of creation and so enacted the great- 
est betrayal of mankind in history. Never 
more than today did science need to un- 
derstand the philosophy of its deeds hum- 
bly on its knees at its mothers’ feet. 
Wherefore the stricken conscience now? 
They would have slept better, these men 
professing themselves God’s children had 
they kissed the Devil’s child who derived 
from the same theory a belef in the divin- 
ity of man that included Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. Though he believed the evolu- 
tion of character should not be hindered 
by the obstacle of decree, the inner law by 
the outer law, he came by it through a 
theory opposed to the destruction of man. 
To him, man was the most important thing 
in the world, and the individual even more 
important than man. Herein, too, is the 
compatibility of man and the individual 
which prevailing political ignorance still 
finds antagonistic. But philosophy itself 
would have done better on that score to 
seek in poltical science the secret of reali- 
zation. It talks too much of the flower 
without looking at its roots. Yet that is 
much, and perhaps the first necessity, since 
the aim must inspire the means. The goal 
needs both, vision and action, the seer and 
the doer; and each contributes what he 
can. But this man is now a stranger in 
his own house amid tenants of another 
generation out of tune with his spirit. So 
they put his bust in the corner and got 
used to not seeing it there. 
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From READERS’ LETTERS 


NOT TO LET TMO WEAKEN 
The Minority of One is great, forceful, articu- 
late and original because it is a one-man project. 
There are no cliches to make ideas seem polite 
or appealing; there are no compromises with 
the varied opinions of a group; there is no 
confusion of purpose, no mixed motives. When 
you write a letter asking for subscriptions and 
it is effective . ee boy nos 
this central vortex 0 ef, an 4 - 
oo -charge- of -subscriptions-and-fund-raising’’ can 
ever write such a letter. And, can you write 
the letter yourself with the same strength and 
sincerity in a New York office surrounded by 
the practical accountrements of a foundation? 
I don’t say you cannot; but how See A men 
and ideas are leveled off <.... amediocr ty by 

rmed into an organ: on? 

7 totinority of One foundation should be so 
as to give you complete freedom 
m financial worry: that should be their sole 
function. If you let others write any material 
you now write, even under your direction, TMO 
will weaken. If you accept and implement 
suggestions and criticism from anyone but your 
readers you are in danger, because readers 
appeal more directly to you, in an objective 
sense, and are not as influenced by (unconscious 
or conscious) thoughts of preserving the founda- 


n. 

My faith in you is unwavering. To write all 
you have written almost precludes thorough: 
insight into the problems discussed here. I 
think of you often in the same train of thought 
with our Founding Fathers, men who belonged 
not to a nation but to a world because of the 
greatness of their ideas and the humanity in 
"he Pie Conn 

ew Maven. “KATHLEEN M. KUENSTER. 


* e s 
HITLERIAN CHAUVINISM IS NOT DEAD 

As I read your excellent article ‘Individual 
Conscience ‘and State Crime’’ (TMO, May 1960), 
I had to reflect that the Nazi psychosis of the 
German people, described in it, is not dead, 
greatly due to the failure of the Allied War 
Aims of annihilating German militarism and 
Nazism. This was a betrayal of the dead of 
the last war, whether they died on the battle 
front or in concentration camps. 

Our fath (and father-in-law. too) was a 
concentration camp inmate in the Moorlager 
(early 1933) because of his active rt in the 
Social Democratic Party. He survived but is 
a physical cripple now. I was drafted in 1941, 

d in No Africa, and became a _ prisoner 


. and in 1944, after appealing to the War 
partment in Washington, I was sent to the 
anti-Nazi Camp Fort Devens, S. 
People generally hate and fear war. Un- 
. it is the century-old technique of 
ruling classes to use slo; for bait and then, 
when they have the suckers firmly hooked, to 
close in for the kill. Machiavelli described 
the game very aptly in his Prince. Political 
leaders promise that their policies, if followed, 
will bring peace, but those who scatter gasoline 
over a fire will not put it out. Political leaders 
have been promising peace for centuries, yet 
for centuries people have been suffering the 
cruelties, horrors and an: of war. The cur- 
rent propaganda line t wars are due to 
the communists, a_line mastered by a Dr. 
Goebbels, John F. Dulles and others, is_con- 
tradicted by the fact that wars were bein 
waged before the Communists were ever hear 
of. If we are to free ourselves of the war 
atavism, we must do away with the devil non- 
sense. ‘e must of the human race as 
one family and brotherhood. It is a large fam- 
ily, widely scattered and deeply divided by 
nationality, lan ee, traditions and customs, 
but it is a family all the same. So long as one 
= or nation looks upon another as The 
—y © so long as it tries to impose its will 
on others and through violence to win advan- 
yl to exploit and coerce the weaker, wars are 
not going to be prevented by the empty and 
misleading slogans of politicians. 
Hagen in Westfallen Germany. 
HELENE and F RICH JAEGER 
s * s 
TO AWAKEN THE PECPLE 
I've read one issue of your 
feel that it merits support. There are many 
areas in which you can rhaps help to re- 
awaken people to what is really going on. 
The chemical industry subsidizing our agricul- 
tural schools so that only ‘chemical agricul- 
ture’ is taught as we continue to destroy our 
soil and poison our food; the malicious tactics 
of AMA a chiropractors even though there 
are over 50,000 chiropractors with millions of 
patients, most of whom turned to chiropractors 
after the medical profession failed them; and 
ther areas which I hope you will 


K. R. JEFFERS. 


co * 

FROM LYLE STUART’S PUBLISHING HOUSE 

Thank you for your excellent review of Speak- 
ing from Byrdland by Howard H. Carwile. 

very much a your publication, and 

—— of my friends have commented favorably 
on 00. 

New York, N. Y. EILEEN BRAND, Editor. 


ublication and 


May 1943. I was sent to McAlester, * 
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THE DILUTED LIBERALS 

I wish to extend my hearty congratulations 
on your fearlessness. I noticed that some of 
your letter writers resort to the usual innuen- 
does implying or outright accusing you of 
“Communism.” I should be greatly surprised 
if the authors of such letters had even the 
faintest knowledge of what communism is, 

The curious phenomenon of the ‘“‘liberal” 
who is liberal on one half or three quarters of 
one issue while deadly reactionary on every- 
thing else is —* due to fear of saying 
anything the mmunists are also saying. Ow 
is it possible not to admire whatever construc- 
tive advances are made y hy socialist coun- 
tries, while at the same time taking exception 
to their mistakes? 

The great importance of your publication 
lies in the fact that you dare to abstain from 
the insanity of red baiting 

Memphis, Tenn. 

RALPH FRANKENBERG, JR. 


A CONFESSION ABOUT A CONFESSION 

It was wonderful to read ‘‘An Editor’s Con- 
fession’’ in the Februa issue of TMO. The 
first small concession is all concessions. 

I must tell you how much my gift subscription 
has pleased and inspired the recipient. She 
has ed me many times for the gift. 

Three cheers for you, your family and The 
Minority of One! 

New York, N. ¥. ELLEN IZENZON. 
A POLITICAL COMMISSAR, A BOW AND 
ARROW, THE HAMMER AND SICKLE, 

AND COFFEE TOO 
Last week, a depu sheriff stopped by at 
our gift shop and ek a handful of stickers 

t were to distributed to the customers 
and neighbors to be pasted on their car win- 
dows that all might see ‘and heed the warning 
inscription, ‘‘Fight Communism!’’ Those respon- 
sible for the printing of these ridiculous signs 
must be very powerful, or law enforcement offi- 
cers would not be using their time and county 
owned vehicles to spread the ‘‘literature’’ in this 
tiny hamlet. There were no accompanying in- 
structions as_to how Communism was to 
a" so I presume bows and arrows should 
suffice. 

Enclosed _is a money order to buy some more 
coffee for the editor. 

Mountain Center, Calif. E. M. ARENSCHIELD 


“FOR UNILATERAL DISARMAMENT” 


That is a splendid statement about unilateral 
disarmament by W. H. Ferry. I hope it will be 
possible for you to publish the three Ferry ar- 
ticles in pamphlet form, for they should surely 
be widely distributed. 

Scarborough-on-Hudson, N. Y. 

S a DONALD BUDD ARMSTRONG 


WILSON’S REPLY ON WILHELM REICH 


Alvin Bauman’s letter in your April issue sug- 
gests that I am unfair in attributing psychoses 
to Dr. Wilhelm Reich in his last 
me please to int out that m 
tended as a defense of Dr. ich and that I 
made abundantly clear that I do not believe 
(nor do I ow anybody can believe) that 
Dr. Reich’s tragic breakdown in any way re- 
flects on the great validity and importance of 


his scientific work. 

a gests that your readers look 
up the data on ich's and decide for 
themselves whether he was sane at the time. I 
heartily approve of this; more, I suggest that 
interested persons study especially the defensive 

istributed by Dr. Reich and his sup- 
rters. I think that these writings prove Dr. 
yee ie more thoroughl thar anything 
ever tten by his enemies. He was a great 
man, a great er, a great scientist and a 
great lite artist, but none of these qualities 
appear in his writings, testimony and behavior 
from mid-1954 on’ . 
Dr. Reich’s charges, repeated endlessly and 
in hysterically stilted language, that his enemies 
were all communists, and his claim to ha 
tacted unearthly beings from outer space in a 
flying saucer, “ for themselves. There is 
nothing shameful in the fact that, after three 
decades of slander, rsecution and misunder- 
standing, Dr. Reich broke down mentally. The 
same fate befell most of the important creative 
spirits of the last century, including Semmel- 
weiss, Nietzsche, Van Gogh, pom agg Artaud 
and many others. The only ple who 
be shamed by what happened to Dr. Re 
the corrupt AMA and A officials and the 
lying reporters who persecuted this great man. 
hat his foflowers are so often shamed by this 
tragedy and attempt to deny ~ is not helping 
Dr. Reich and is only further siping his ene- 
mies by discrediting the movement he founded. 
ROBERT ANTON WILSON 


FROM A PREACHER OF TRUTH 

I am _ preaching Sun on “Should German 
Have Nuclear Arms?” yen end up quoting at 
length from Grenville Clark's letter to John F. 
Kennedy (in ur issue). I could use 


March 
100 copies of O to be distributed as a pro- 
motion. 


Keep up your splendid work. 
Los Angeles, Cuif. STEPHEN 


ears. Allow 
cle was in- 


FRITCHMAN 
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NOT THE SAME EFFECT ON EVERYBOpy 
I get a great deal of good out of TMo. 
get right down to the roots of things. ra 
your article ‘‘The Self-kulfilling Prophecy j, 
Cuba.”" After reading it I have a much clearer 
idea of the Cuban situation. Other articles hay, 

been equally good. 

However, your magazine does not have th 
same effect on oereeey- I gave a copy to One 
of my stand-pat Republican neighbors the Other 
day and things haven't been the same since 
He is convinced that you and I ought to 
locked up. I am in the ranching business here 
and all good ranchers are su to be Gold. 
water Republicans—and mos 
quem I better just enjoy The Mino 
n the privacy of my own home and 
neighbors alone. 

ilette, Wyo. 


THE DECEMBER ISSUE 


I was extremely interested in your December 
1960 issue, especially in the article by you op 
Cuba and the one by Prof. Uzzell.. I am‘on the 
Board of Enduring Peace led by Dr. Jerome 
Davis my former professor at Yale. I have urged 
him to write you for permission to distribute 
many reprints of these articles. 

y, the God of Truth give you courage ang 
the wisdom and the means to carry on your 
= work to be critical of our culture’ anj 
society. 

First Methodist Church 

GEORGE A. ACKERLY 
‘ Pastor 


PAUL WILKINSoN 


West Haven, Conn. 


NEEDED WORDS 


Your words need to be read by those who 
do not know, and they are a comfort and en. 
——s to those who know all too well, 

Springfield, Mass. MARIE A. SCOTT 


FIRED IN 1961 FOR 1984 

I was teaching at a small Southern Baptist 
college and was fired because I suggested that 
my students read ‘‘1984’’. The ACLU and AAUP 
negotiated with the administration and an agree. 
ment was reached whereby I would receive most 
of the unpaid sal guaranteed by my contract 
and I was permit’ to resign. 

The Ohio State University 
DUSKY LEE SMITH 
Columbus, Ohio. , = : 


ECHOES FROM A NORTHERN TRIP 
Thank you for your inspiring talk at the 
American Humanist Association. It makes me 
hopeful that if we all keep our mouths open 
and let the germs of truth come out, we will 
help rs an epidemic of active, rational, in- 
dependent and humanistic thought. The hardest 
hit will be the uninoculated and we can count 
on your TMO to Ye the booster shots. 
ew York, N. > SELIG SCHULMAN 
I was so impressed with Fhe A views as ex- 
pressed on the Gray dio Show that I 
would like to know more about your publica- 


on. 
New York, N. Y. ADELE SCHMITz 





THE PUBLISHERS OF THIS ISSUE 


The following individuals have made it possible 
for us to pay some of the most urgent bills and 
to continue publication through sponsorship and 
sporadic donations and gift subscriptions received 
during March 1961: 

Mr. & Mrs, Costa Chitouras—$1,047.50, Harvey 

100 > en Greenwood, M.D.— 

Lewis Lipsitz—$100, 

Don deKoven—$i4, 

. KR. F. Burlingame, 
ilkinson—$30, 7% my | Pond 

Guy d’Amato—$25, L. -—$25, 
Esq.—$25, Edward Florance—$20, 
ranke 0, Susan Mannheim—$?20, 
0, Goldie Mae Preston— 
ent—$20, L. S.—$16, Otto L. 

ie E. Smith and Bernice C. 
Matthew Weimar, Esq.—$li, 

Boerstler—$14, I. G. Chase—$12, 
tts—$10, tou 10, Dom- 
$10, Albert C. d’Amato—$10, Donald 
L. Halter—$10, a Lens—$10, John P. Lim- 

h—$10, Otto W. Modley—$10, Candido Mollar 

10, Lydia R. Shrebnick—$10, Andrew Solberg 

10, . Roxie Wood—$10, Mr. & Mrs. 
Charles 8S. Dodd, Jr.—$9, A. Sartoski—$9, Mrs. 
F. W. McConne . Roger Schneier—$3, E. A. 
—$5, Stephen Ando: , E. Arenschield—$5, 
Mrs. Donald Budd Armstrong—$5, Prof. Daniel 
Berman—$5, wr C. Brown—$5, Jefferson 
Cicia—$5, Mrs. A, Henry ounee-S, Charles H. 
Evers—$5, Steve Farr—$5, E. E. Garlits—$5, 
Hannah & rd Hall—$5 








» Richa Elmer K. 

Hansen—$5, Milton Heimlich—$5, 0. P. Hendrik- 
sen—$5, John L. Holman, Jr.—$5, Noel Iverson, 
Jdr.—$5, William B. Jerome—$5, Mrs. Elinor N. 
Orvin E. Klemme—$5, Mrs. Lil- 

yer— 


. Henry H. Babcock, 
mpus—$4, Emil Gershwin 
Iter—$4, Elmer Segal, 
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Back in Byrdland 


It was most inspiring to spend two weeks back in civilization 
during my visit up North. The enthusiasm for TMO I encountered 
provided badly needed immunity upon my return to Byrdland. 

This was a productive trip. The subscribers meetings in New 
york and Boston not only produced the cash necessary for the 
immediate continuance of TMO, but also laid the cornerstone for 
the non-profit foundation of THE FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY 
OF ONE. Committees were e‘ected for Membership and Finance, 
sudent Activities and a legal committee for gaining the status of 
q non-profit, tax-exempt foundation. The exchange of views with 
gubscribers was most stimulating. The public addresses I de- 
lvered and a radio interview generated much interest in TMO. 
they also resulted in many invitations to lecture before various 
qudiences, including ones at Columbia and New York Universi- 
ties, as well as additional radio engagements. 

While details about the projected activities of THE FRIENDS 
0F THE MINORITY OF ONE wiE be reported on in forthcoming 
issues Of TMO, I wish to express my gratitude to all those who 
have helped to make my visit up North such a successful one, 
but especially to Mr. and Mrs. Peter Hays Buckley, Mr. and 
Mrs. Costa Chitouras, Bishop Clarence E. Duffy, Steve Farr, 
Mrs. Esther Frankel and Ray Hinkley. 

We invite your endorsement of the Statement of Purpose, 
adopted at the subscribers meeting in New York and Boston. If 
you do not wish to clip it from your copy, notify us and we will 
mail you a separate form. 

Our most immediate efforts wil: go into purchasing a print- 
ing press. With your editor turned also printer, we hope to cut 
significantly the production cost of TMO. Accepting outside print- 
ing jobs may enable us to increase the number of pages as well 
as to publish important books unable to attract commercial pub- 
lshers. We hope this step will eventually put us on a solvent 
basis. 

While we ook with confidence towards the day when we will 
no longer depend on sporadic contributions, the acquisition of a 
printing press will require a substantial downpayment. In addi- 
tion, the payment of certain overdue bills can no longer be post- 
ped. Now, that the road to solvency has been charted, its 
success depends on the availability of funds that can be obtained 
only from you, the reader. We appeal for them in the knowledge 
that your present aid wil truly ensure the continuance of the 
publication on a sound financial basis. The day is not far removed 
when TMO will be making its full social impact. You will then 
fnd satisfaction in the knowledge that you have participated in 
bringing this about. —The Editor. 


Statement of Purpose 


Man’s eternal quest for ever more rewarding and social experi- 
ences of living is challenged by the prevailing danger of still an- 
other war. Posing the greatest physical peril to the human species 
in its entire history, another world war would bring final defeat to 
man’s ambition to evolve a high spiritual, intellectual and social 
content. Without such a content the phenomenon of living would 
be void of purpose and justification. 

Anti-war sentiments are as old as war itself. Their failure, up 
to now, to eliminate war dramatizes how serious and ominous are 
the obstacles in the path of those who see no task greater than 
the prevention of war. If we are to succeed, where other genera- 
tions have failed. we must master the ability of unbiased thinking 
about the issues that divide mankind: we must reject nationalistic 
prejudices and rationalizations that perpetuate two antagonistic 
camps of nations, each self-righteously identifying the other as the 

ain. Honest self-criticism, unadulterated by national favoritism. 
is therefore a national virtue on which world peace itself may 
hinge. The individual's part in this is to assert himself intellect- 
ually, socially and politically. Unless he rejects the hypnotic in- 
fluences of a totalitarian mass psychology. he renders himself in- 
capable of acting for the preservation of peace. 

The sole and ultimate purpose of all the activities of THE 
FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY OF ONE will be to contribute to the 
preservation of peace everywhere. The activities of THE FRIENDS 
OF THE MINORITY OF ONE will address themselves to social 
problems directly or ultimately weighing in the balance of war and 


peace. 

FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY OF ONE, as a foundation, 
has no specific political message and no loyalty other than peace 
and all that serves peace, specifically including independence of 
thought. You and I are the minorities of one if only we do not 
fear our thoughts. Our thoughts may collide, or they may coincide 
or complement each other, but even then let us each remain a 
minority of one. 

True to this tenet, neither membership in nor activities on be- 
half of THTE FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY OF ONE will indicate 
an explicit or implicit endorsement of individual views expressed 
in any publications the foundation might sponsor. 

THE FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY OF ONE will sponsor the 
magazine THE MINORITY OF ONE and such publishing and public 
activities as will serve the preservation of peace. The editor of 
THE MINORITY OF ONE, M. S. Aroni, will retain full editorial 
independence. 

For these lofty goals we call on men and women everywhere 
to join the ranks of THE FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY OF ONE 
and to support sincerely our efforts on behalf of peace. 





I am endorsing the above Statement of Purpose and wish to 
become a member of THE FRIENDS OF THE MINORITY OF 
to its Sustaining Fund monthly/annually. 
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THE MINORITY OF ONE, INC. 
P.0. Box 6594 


O ALSO ENTER GIFT SUBSCRIPTIONS 


AT THE RATE OF $4.00 PER YEAR FOR: 


Richmond 30, Va. 
1. NAME 








I wish to become a sponsor of THE 
MINORITY OF ONE and will contribute 





(Zone) (State) 








My first donation of $ 
closed herewith. 


0 ENTER MY SUBSCRIPTION FOR 


Acknowledge gift subscriptions in the 
name of .......... 








0 1 year—$5.00 (In Canada $5.25) 





0 2 year—$9.00 (In Canada $9.50) 
0 ENCLOSED IS MY CONTRIBUTION OF 
Sneee TO YOUR PUBLICATION FUND. 


Back issues available at 50¢ per copy. 





(Zone) (State) (Zone) (State) 


0) I further suggest you mail free sample copies to the parties listed by me separately. 


Signature 
THE MINORITY OF ONE © May 1961 © Page 15 











Venit, Vidit, Vicit (Continued from Page 1) 


events we initiated got out of our control 
and in the encounter between local senti- 
ment and forces and American-guided 
challenges, the former got the upper hand. 
It was at this point that the American Gov- 
ernment began looking for ways to avert 
the consequences of its own schemes. In- 
capable of reversing the trend of the 
Laotian power struggle, Mr. Kennedy in 
effect confronted the Soviet Union with 
an ultimatum that unless Soviet diplomacy 
saved the American policy from its own 
blunder, there would be war. After bring- 
ing about the fighting in Laos in a bid for 
the country's satellite status, we threaten- 
ingly pleaded with the Soviet Union to save 
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us from the disaster we could not avert 
ourselves, 

In view of the obvious aggressiveness of 
the American policy in Laos, the unity the 
American press and political circles dis- 
played in supporting Mr. Kennedy’s arro- 
gant ultimatum was a sad manifestation of 
a colloused national conscience. It was 
another dramatization that decisive issues 
are not permitted to become controversies. 

It may well be that the Soviets, for rea- 
sons of higher diplomacy, will consent to 
arrest a further development favorable to 
them and bring about the course of events 
we wanted but could not produce. A com- 
bination of war prevention and self-con- 


fidence based on the knowledge that th 
controlling local factors will remain Sovig. 
oriented may bring about Soviet concilig. 
tion. The risks involved for the Sovie}, 
will be small indeed in a country wher 
keeping the Pathet Lao from complete cop. 
trol would in any event remain an artificigl 
arrangement. The loss to the Soviets neeq 
not be permanent in a country where pro. 
Western sympathies are confined to a fey 
bribed public officials. In any case, if the 
Laotian crisis does not deteriorate to gp 
open international conflagration, all credit 
will certainly be due to the Soviet Union 
without whose diplomatic intervention g 
pro-Soviet take over could not be averted, 
While the Laotian crisis may yet be pre. 
vented from erupting in open war, the 
admitted Eisenhower-Kennedy consistency 
of America’s Laotian policy is truly some. 
thing to worry about. The Kennedy adapto. 
tion of ‘‘brinkmanship”’ displayed with re. 
gard to Laos was a matter of circumstance; 
rather than anything else. Had Laos no 
offered itself as a pretext for the Kennedy 
ultimatum, there would be no scarcity of 
other pretexts, such as Berlin, the Congo 
and Cuba, to mention just a few. Averting 
an international conflagration in Laos is of 
relatively minor importance when American 
policy makers are determined to perpetu. 
ate the very fundamental policy that des. 
perately clings to the cold war as a stimu. 
lant of the national economy. As long os 
our national leaders adhere to this philoso. 
phy, the solution of one international crisis 
will only beget another. Under the cir. 
cumstances any relaxation in a particular 
international crisis justifies no more than a 
temporary sigh of relief. The specific locus 
of the next world crisis is relatively unim- 
portant in the reality of a national policy 
that feeds on international dangers. Will it 
be Laos, the Congo, Cuba or Berlin? What- 
ever the choice, potentially it could convert 
the world into an atomic graveyard. 
Even though there was no reason to 
expect the Kennedy Administration to di- 
vorce itself from ‘‘brinkmanship"’ diplo- 
macy, its foreign policies are kept under 
continuous surveillance by international 
forces whose very existence depends on 
the continuation of the cold war. This 
explains the constant mutual pilgrimages 
between Bonn and Washington. Cold war 
enthusiasm has been generated in America 
as much by its arms industry profiteers as 
by West German diplomats and agents. 
Willy Brandt and Konrad Adenauer are 
influencing American global policies as 
much as if they were American and not 
West German leaders. Von Brentano, the 
West German Foreign Minister, came to 
Washington to review the State Depart 
ment’s blueprints and found them so ac- 
ceptable that he okayed his boss's tri- 
umphant entry into Washington. Der Alte 
came with an open purse ready to com- 
pliment and pay off the perpetuators of 
international policies conducive to West 
German militarism. And, while Adenauer 
paternalistically accepts Washington's trib- 
utes, the sophisticated observer must in- 
dulge in a tragic guessing game: where 
will Kennedy's Korea, or worse, begin—in 
Laos, the Congo, Cuba, Berlin or . . .? 
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